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BaRon CHANNELL recently, in trying a prisoner at Man- 
chester for forgery, took the opportunity of calling atten- 
tion to the necessity in every case in which a written docu- 
ment forms the foundation of the charge that either the 
original should be attached to the depositions or a copy 
in them. In the particular case the prisoner was 
charged with forging an order by the Admiral in command 
at Portsmouth, for six field glasses. On production of the 
order by a policeman in whose custody it had been left, 
it appeared that the order was for one field glass only, 
but that on the strength of the order the prisoner had 
obtained half-a-dozen. The difficulty in this case was 
met by arrangement; but difficulties might arise which 
could not be so easily disposed of; and we, therefore, 
call the attention of clerks of magistrates and others 

whom it concerns to the remarks of the learned baron. 











































SOME VERY INCONVENIENT DISCREPANCIES in county 
court practice arise out of the Summary Procedure on 
Billsof Exchange Act, 1855, with several other Acts and 
orders in council relating thereto. The original Act 
provided for the well-known summary procedure only in 
the superior courts, but by an order in council (made in 
pursuance of the Act), dated January 30, 1856, the Act 
was applied to all the county courts. Up to this point 
there could be no question that the Act applied to all 
amounts, except that the county court jurisdiction was 
limited to £50. In the same year (1856) was passed the 
19 & 20 Vict. crp. 108, which seems to have been 
the beginning of the existing confusion. By section 4 of 
that Act it is provided that the provisions of all the 
County Court Acts “which apply to any debt not ex- 
ceeding £20 shall apply to such debt or any part thereof, 
although the same shall be secured by or claimed upon 
a bill of exchange or promissory note, and notwithstand- 
ing the 18 & 19 Vict. cap. 67" (the Bills of Exchange 
Act). To this clause Mr. Henry Nicol (who compiled, by 
direction of the Treasury, a useful compendium of county 
court law and practice in the year of the passing of the 
last-named Act) appends a note to the effect that the 
clause quoted ‘‘ would seem to repeal the provisions of 
the Bills of Exchange Act as far as it was extended to 
the county courts, and the claim did not exceed £20. 
Some of the judges, agreeing with Mr. Nicol, held that 
they had jurisdiction under the Bills of Exchange Act, 
only when the claim exceeded £20 ; others continued to 
treat the Act as still existing in its entirety, notwith- 
standing the 4th section just quoted, and allowed sum- 
Monses to issue for any sum within the jurisdiction of 
the Court. 

This state of things existed down to July, 1863, when 
an order in council was issued, ordering that the Bills of 
Exchange Act should not apply to sums under £10. In- 
stead of making the matter clearer this only created 
Steater confusion und want of uniformity. There are 
how the “three courses,” better known to politicians 
than to lawyers, and all three are acted on in different 
courts, Those Courts where any sum under £50 may be 
sued for read the 4th clause as applying only to the power 
of the Court to make an order for payment by instalments 
or otherwise, and not to the mode of issuing and serving 
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summonses. Courts where the £20 limit is adopted read 
the clause as applying to the whole proceeding, and treat 
it as overriding the order in council of July, 1863. 
Where the £10 limit is adopted, the order is relied on as 
being the most recent declaration of the law. In Pol- 
lock & Nicol’s County Court Practice, 5th ed.., published 
in 1864, after the last named order in council, the opinion 
is given that the 4th section overrides the order in 
council, and that, therefore, £20 is the legal limit. 

It is hardly creditable to whoever manages county 
court business at the Treasury, that this state of things 
should exist. There have been three Acts passed (in- 
cluding the Admiralty Jurisdiction Act) relating to 
county courts since 1864, and a single clause of three or’ 
four lines wonld have got rid of the anomaly we have 
described, of having three judges giving three different 
interpretations of the same law without any really prac- 
ticable means of bringing them into accord. No doubt 
they all decide honestly, and to the best of their ability; 
but it would also, no doubt, be more satisfactory to them 
as well as to the public if their practice was uniform. 
Whichever of the three readings of the law a judge 
adopts he is open to the imputation of unsoundness of 
judgment, seeing that he may be confronted with two 
judges of equal standing with himself who read the law 
two other ways. 





IT IS RECORDED of Lord Eldon that, once requesting 
the king’s permission to appear in his presence without 
his wig, and observing that the first lawyers of the 
middle ages wore none, his Majesty eventually accorded 
his permission, but coupled with the condition that Lord 
Eldon should also imitate his predecessors by wearing 
his beard, which Lord Eldon could not bring himself to 
do. Beards are now-a-days by no means infrequent in 
our courts; indeed, their frequency once aroused rather a 
warm correspondence in our columns. The barrister’s 
wig has been much abused and ridiculed, but none of its 
opponents have as yet succeeded in pulling it off. As if, 
however, to afford a modern illustration of the old fable 
of the sun and the wind, the sun succeeded last week in 
doing what nothing has done before. Such was the 
effect of his fervent rays upon the atmosphere of the 
stuffy little Probate Court at Westminster, that Sir James 
Wilde and his bar were to be seen in open court wigless, 
and yet perfectly able to “see ’’ each other. 





THE ROYAL ASSENT was given to the Registration Act 
on the 16th of July. A few amendments were made in 
it during its passage through the House of Lords, and 
the Act, as printed in its complete form, contains three 
more sections than were contained in the print of the 
bill on which we made our comments last week and the 
week before. These additional provisions were not, 
however, of an important character, but dealt princi- 
pally with the cases of boundaries of boroughs, counties, 
or polling districts, altered by the Boundary Act, or by 
any order of justices made in pursuance of the powers 
conferred on them of dividing, forming, or altering 
polling districts. The difficulty to which we had called 
attention as to the notices cf objection to the new county 
occupation voters has not been dealt with or cleared up ; 
nor has any light been thrown upon the question as to the 
assessed taxes. 





TEx ELECTION PETITIONS and Corrupt Practices 
Bill, commonly known as the Bribery Bill, has at length 
emerged from committee in the House of Commons, 
Committed and re-committed, amended and re-amended, 
as the bill has been, with clauses altered, postponed, 
substituted, and brought up on the report, it has been 
almost impossible until now to get a clear view of the 
measure. The Government, throughout the melee, held 
very stoutly to what had become the main backbone of 
the bill, the new judicial tribunal contrived because the 
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House thought it infra dig. to part with its jurisdiction 
to anything less than ermine. For our own part we 
cannot but retain the regret, which we expressed at the 
time of the judges’ protest, that the Bench should have 
to adjudicate upon such matters as election petitions. 
Beyoud a certain limit, however, opposition becomes 
mere obstructiveness. The House of Commons has now, 
in effect, settled that common law judges shall try elec- 
tion petitions, and for the House of Lords to reject this 
part of the measure would be, at this time of the session 
at any rate, to reject the measure in toto. And at any 
rate, although we may regret that the judges should 
have to do such work, the work will get thoroughly 
well done. The main thing, after all, is that the House 
of Commons actually has parted (for three years, at any 
rate) with the office. This is a great thing. With “ it 
may be my own case to-morrow ” before them, hon. mem- 
bers composing the election committees of the House 
displayed a very singular leniency, but the common law 
judges will deal with these matters in a far more 
straightforward manner. 

As the bill now stands, three new common law judges 
are to be created, and a rota formed, from which will be 
selected judges (who are not to receive £500 extra 
salary) to try the election petitions, Thus, except when 
election matters may require more than three judges to 
be sitting at once, the staff of judges available for ordi- 
nary work will be increased. A proposition was made 
that these election judges should preside over juries of 
M.P.s, but the proposition was abandoned; and, indeed, 
we can scarcely imagine a worse one, It would have 
practically restored the jurisdiction to the House, and 
would infallibly have produced dissensions between the 
House and the judges. The inquiry will be local, which 
is well ; the judge, however, has power, “ special circum- 
stances ” inclining him thereto, to appoint the trial else- 
where, and London petitions may be tried anywhere in 
London. The judge will certify his judgment to the 
speaker, in writing, and will accompany his certificate 
with a report similar, and equivalent in effect, to that 
heretofore made by election committees. There is one 


provision in the bill in which we most heartily concur, 


forbidding the withdrawal of a petition without the 
special leave of the judge. If this clause is, as it no 
doubt will be, properly enforced, an end will be put to 
the corrupt “squaring” of petitions. The costs of the 
petition are to be paid by the parties in such proportions 
as the judge shall determine. The expenses of the 
judge and of the court are, at present, to be defrayed by 
the Treasury. Last year’s bill threw them upon the 
rates. Throwing the expenses upon the rates would, it 
may be said, check unduly the presentation of petitions, 
but when the presentation of petitions is as it should 
be, left no longer to chance and private enterprise, this 
objection will vanish, and it is obvious that throwing 
the expenses upon the locality will then give an 
additional inducement to the inhabitants to use their 
endeavours in the cause of honesty. The expenses of 
the hustings, &c., at the election have been much fought 
over in the House, and as the bill now stands one-half 
falls upon the rates. Mr. Fawcett had got in a clause 
charging the returning officers’ lawful expenses upon 
the rates; the committee afterwards struck it out, 

The definitions of corrupt practices are, in spite of 
several attempts to illegalise canvassing, public-house 
committee-rooms, &c., left as they were before defined by 
17 & 18 Vict. c. 102. As to the punishment we are 
glad to see that, unlike the former one, this bill uses of- 
fenders (both bribers and bribees) more roughly than the 
existing law does. Bribery by an agent, with consent, 
is to be the same as personal bribery (a most wholesome 
provision, for what candidate ever does bribe personally), 
and the offence is punished with seven years’ incapa- 
city to sit in Parliament, disfranchisement, and incapa- 
city to be justice of the peace or hold certain offices. Where 
offences are tried by a jury there is danger in making the 
penalties very severe, lest convictions become scarce, 





With the election judges sitting as juries and judges iy 
one, this will probably be different. 

A clause unsuccessfully proposed, prescribing an adj, 
tionally stringent form of declaration might perhaps hayg 
proved useful, though to frame such a declaration is thy 
nicest possible task, and no declaration on earth woul 
reach the ingenuities by which money is found, by clabs 
and other entities, for the payment of “ bills.” An amenj. 
ment was also rejected, requiring that the Attorney. 
General should prosecute offenders. The Attornef. 
General of course can do so now, under the old law, but 
as practically he never does so, some provision of this 
kind would have done good. Mr. Ayrton proposed that 
the Speaker should be empowered to appoint a number 
of attorneys from time to time to act as attorneys of the 
House, and intervene, somewhat after the fashion of the 
Queen’s Proctor, in cases of suspected collusion. The 
proposal was, however, thrown out by a small majority 
of eight. 

Taken all round this bill is a step in the right direc. 
tion ; it makes alterations in the-trial of election peti- 
tions and the visitation of offenders, which will work 
much better than the old law. But why should the pro. 
cedure and the penalty be perfected and reformed without 
a single effort being made to ensure that they shall by 
put in motion wherever there is a case for interference? 
At present the number of election petitions is a vey 
small per-centage on the number of corrupt elections, 
And this must be so while the presentation of a petition 
is left to a mere chance, a chance curtailed by numerous 
considerations which make it everyone’s interest to 
hush the matter up. In this respect the bill does nothing, 
It leaves the old evil of chance-petitions untouched, and 
for this, wholesome in the main though its provisions 
are, it is irrelevant to the grand defect of the old sys 
tem, 

The bill, like most of its predecessors, is to be in force 
for three years from its passing, The “ Corrupt Practices 
Prevention Acts” referred to in the Act of 1863 (26 &27 
Vict. c. 29) expire at the end of the present session, 
There is a schedule to the Act, comprising a list of enact 
ments repealed, and if this is not very carefully looked 
after,some confusion will arise out of the old partial 
repeals. With a bill so cut about in committee there is 
every chance of many errors, so that, if the peers do not 
care to alter the scheme, they may at least make them- 
selves useful by revising the text, 





A CORRESPONDENT lately called attention to the sin- 
gular slovenliness and inaccuracy of the “ office copies” 
of wills which emanate from the Probate Court. There 
can be no possible excuse for such gross mistakes as those 
he quotes, and it is extremely important that these office 
copies should be correct. Surely, as our corerspondent 
hints, such inaccuracies as these could be obviated with 
out a special fee. 





THE SELECT COMMITTEE on Mr, Shaw Lefevre’s Mat- 
ried Women’s Property Bill have presented their report 
After detailing the existing rules of the common law 
upon the subject, and the equity rules relating to auti- 
nuptial settlements and the wife’s equity to a settlement, 
the committee give the results of the evidence taker 
before them upon the effect of the new American laW, 
and the French law as administered in Canada. They 
conclude as follows:— 


Looking, therefore, to the result of this experience, and 
to the general tendency of the provisions of equity, you 
committee is of opinion that a change in the law o this 
country, with reference both to the property and earnings 
married women, is necessary. 

It does not apport to be necesSary to make any aller 
ation in the liability of a husband to maintain his wife 
consequence of such a change in the law with regard to the 
property of married women. A married woman livilg 
apart from her husband can only bind him fer what is a 
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cessary, and her possession of fh t 
and her possession of property of her own pro tanto 
n tives the aut ority arising from necessity. A married 
woman living with her husband has an authority which, in 
ite of some fluctuation and uncertainty of judicial deci- 
sions, seems to be regulated by the general principles of the 
Jaw of agency. Agency is a mixed question of law and 
fact, and the Courts will give due weight to such a fact as 
the possession of property by a married woman without any 
ress statutable direction. 

Other questions of importance arise in settling the de- 
tails of such a measure; whether, for instance, the Poor 
Law liability of the father for the maintenance of the chil- 
dren should be extended to the mother; whether the change 
should be confined to future marriages only, or should be 
applied to existing marriages, where after-acquired property 
is concerned ; whether the restrictions imposed by the 
Massachusetts code on alienation of property by the wife 
should be adopted ; whether the wife’s power to contract, 
convey, and take by conveyance should be extended to con- 
tracts with, or conveyances to or from her husband, or be 
limited to third parties, as appears to be the case in the 
American States, whose legislation has been referred to. 


and whether at the death of the wife intestate any part of 
her personalty should go to her next of kin. or the whole to 
her husband only. These questions, however, require moro 
time for discussion than your committee at this period of the 
Session have been able todevote to them; they therefore re- 
commend that a select committe be appointed in the next 
session of Parliament for further inquiry. 


Iv Is WITH deep regret that we record the death of 
Mr, Edward Bullen, well-known to the profession as 
the author of Bullen and Leake’s Precedents in Pleading 
‘and as a most eminent and excellent pleader. Mr. 
Bullen was one of the few remaining gentlemen who 
practised as special pleaders without being called to the 
bar, and has survived Mr. Chitty but a short time. His 
abilities as a pleader had won for him the admiration of 
the profession, and his kindly moral qualities secured him 
their esteem. Had he ever been called to the bar, he 
would undoubtedly have made an excellent advocate. 
The rising generation of barristers will miss in him a 
most worthy and indefatigable tutor, and the majority of 
those young men who are now rising into notice have 
been his pupils. 








TRUSTEES AND EQUITABLE INCUMBRANCERS, 


The mutual rights of the equitable incumbrancers of 
a chose in action and the liabilities of the trustee are 
topics of very great importance to lawyers, both ag 
matters of law and of private interest. We, therefore, 
make no apology for recurring to this subject, suggested 
od other day by the case of Lloyd v. Banks, 16 W.R. 


It appears to have been held in the old times that the 
omission to give notice to the trustees would not post- 
pone an eigne incumbrancer to a puisne one, and Sir T. 
Plumer held this in 1814, in Cooper v. Fynmore, 3 Russ. 
60. But in Dearle vy. Hall, ib. 1, and Loveridge v. 
Cooper, ib, 30, the same judge, nine years afterwards, 
decided the contrary. In that case Hall, the puisne 
tmcumbraneer, had, as it happened, made enquiries of 
the trustees before he consented to make his own 
advance, and the trustees, knowing nothing of any earlier 
meumbrance, gave him a satisfactory reply ; but Sir T. 
Plumer laid his main stress, not on the puisne incum- 
brancer’s enquiry, but on the eigne incumbrancer’s 
omission to give notice, in consequence of which en- 
quiries made by the latter could elicit no information ; 
and he cited Ryall v. Rowles, 1 Ves. Sen. 348 (Lord 
Hardwicke) to the following effect :—“If you, having 
the right of possession, do not exercise that right, but 
have another in possession, you enable that person to 
gaina false and delusive credit.” Lord Hardwicke’s 
case was one respecting pawned chattels, and it has been 
explained in many cases that the giving notice to the 
trustees, on the part of an equitable incumbrancer, is 





the corresponding act to the obtaining possession on the 
part of the pawnee. 

Shortly after Dearle v. Hall and Loveridge v. Cooper 
came Foster v. Cockerell, 3 Cl. & Fin. 456, in which Lord 
Lyndhurst and Lord Brougham affirmed Sir Thomas 
Plumer’s decisions in those cases. Lord Lyndhurst said: 
“ The Master of the Rolls . . pronounced in each 
a very elaborate judgment, in which he most distinctly 
recognised the principle that a party who first gives no- 
tice to the trustee of an incumbrance created in his 
favour over the trust property, is entitled to a priority 
in equity. Without adverting to the particular facts of 
those cases, the reason on which his Honour adopted 
that principle as the rule for his decision seems to have 
been that if a contrary doctrine was allowed to prevail, 
it would enable a cestwi que trust to commit a fraud, by 
enabling him to assign his interest, first to one, and 
then to a second incumbrancer, and perhaps, indeed, to a 
great many more; and these later incumbrancers would 
have no opportunity of ascertaining, by any communica- 
tion with the trustees, whether or not there had been a 
prior assignment of the interest, on the security of which 
they were relying for provision for theirclaims. An- 
other principle acted upon by the Master of the Rolls was 
that a party, till he gave notice to the trustees, had not 
done everything that was necessary to complete his title. 
I fully agree with that principle. In a case of this sort 
it is necessary that a party claiming advantage from a 
title should do everything that is requisite to complete 
that title before he sets up a claim in respect of it. The 
Master of the Rolls was also of opinion that the trustees 
themselves were entitled to notice on theirown account; 
and that, till notice was given to the trustees, they did 
not, in fact, become trustees for the assignee.” And in 
Re Atkinson, 2D. M. & G. 141, Lord St. Leonards said, 
“Tt is a settled point that, as between two competing 
parties, in reference to equitable interests, he who takes 
care and first gives notice to the trustees shall get a 
benefit over him who has not so done.” 

In these cases the trustees simply knew nothing about 
the first incumbrance at the time when the second one 
was taken, but it is worthy of note how very much stress 
the judges laid upon the delinquency of the omission to 
give notice, awarding priority seemingly as a premium 
to the incumbrancer who should first do the proper thing. 

Vice-Chancellor Wigram, in Meus v. Bell, 1 Hare, 73, 
observes that the omission of the ywisne incumbrancer to 
enquire of the trustee is immaterial where the enquiry 
would have told him nothing. “The question,” he said, 
“is whether the enquiry would or would not have in- 
formed the puisne incumbrancer of any material 
fact affecting his interests. If his conduct would have 
been the same, whether he had made the enquiry or not, 
the omission of the enquiry cannot be a reason for de- 
priving him of the benefit of his subsequent vigilance.” 

In these cases there was no question as to the 
trustee’s knowledge of the first incumbrance aliunde, 
and as a preliminary to the question—What is notice 
to the trustee? it is as well to mark the principles 
affirmed by Foster v. Cockerell as guiding the Court 
under the above circumstances. (1.) On grounds of public 
policy it should be the first incumbrancer’s interest to 
give notice. (2.) The giving of notice is regarded as the 
completion of the incumbrancer’s title, and priority is to 
be given to him who first perfects his title (analogy to 
the getting possession of a pawned chattel). (3.) The 
trustees have a right in theirowninterests to expect notice. 

These principles require that priority should be gained 
only by giving notice, and, though with weakened force, 
they also require that the notice should be formal, and 
that only notice proceeding from the assignee should be 
taken into consideration in adjudicating on his priority ; 
but the courts have not chosen to follow to this length 
what seems a legitimate deduction. 

It was pretty soon established that notice in writing is 
not absolutely necessary. In Smith v. Smith, 2 Cr. & M. 
231, the question in the case was between an assignee in 
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insolvency and an assignee by way of equitable charge. 
The latter, who was prior in point of date, was related to 
the trustee, and had more than once mentioned to him 
in conversation that he had made advances to the ces- 
tui que trust, and secured himself by the assignment 
but it appeared that this communication had been made 
to the trustee, not to inform his mind gud.trustee, but 
merely to satisfy him that his friend had sufficiently se- 
cured himself. Lord Lyndhurst said: “ We think that the 
purpose for which the notice was given, if a notice were 
in fact given, is altogether immaterial, If the trustee 
were made acquainted by the plaintiff with the fact of 
the assignment, there could be no necessity for giving 
him a second notice.” 

And, again, Vice-Chancellor Wigram said, in Meuw 
v. Bell (ubi snp.), “It was said in argument that 
it did not appear that the notice was given for the pur- 
pose of affecting the trustee with notice of the settlement. 
If the trustee had said that the fact came to his know- 
ledge in one transaction, and he had forgotten it at the 
time of the other, there might be reason for the distinc- 
tion which has been attempted to be made with regard 
to the manner in which the trustee gained his informa- 
tion. In such a case there might be a distinction be- 
tween knowledge which is the result of express and 
pointed instruction and notice which is derived from 
casual information. If the trustee has actual knowledge 
at the time the transaction takes place, I have always 
understood the principle of law to be that what a man 
knows for one purpose he knows for all; and you do 
not enquire whether he learnt it in one character or in 
another.” 

In Lloyd v. Banks, 16 W. R. 988, the trustee had 
seen the advertisement of the cestui gue trust's insolvent 
petition in a country newspaper, and, asa fact, he seemed 
to have been thereby made aware of the cestui gue trust’s 
insolvency, because he subsequently withheld the income 
of the trust fund from the cestwi que trust, and also acted 
on the supposition of his insolvency upon a proposal by 
one of his (the cestwi que trust’s) relations to take an as- 
signment of the trust fund. Lord Romilly held that 
the trustee did not, by means of this advertisement, get 
“notice” of the insolvency. He thought the trustee 
was not bound to recollect what reached him in such an 
irregular manner, and that the trustee in Burrows v. 
Lock (infra) could not have been held liable to an as- 
signee who made an advance upon his representation 
that there was no prior incumbrance, if the prior incum- 
brance which actually existed had been brought to his 
notice only through a newspaper advertisement. This 
decision Lord Cairns reversed, saying that the question 
was whether “in any way the trustee had got know- 
ledge which would operate upon the mind of any ra- 
tional man, or man of business, and make him act with 
reference to the knowledge he had so acquired.” If so, 
he thought there had been fixed upon the conscience of 
the trustee, and, through that, upon the trust fund, the 
security against its being parted with in any way that 
would be inconsistent with the incumbrance that had 
been created. 

In Ew parte The Agra Bank (Limited), Re Worcester, 
16 W. R. 879, the Lords Justices decided that, in order 
to give priority to an eigne incumbrancer, it is not neces- 
sary that the notice to the trustee should have been com- 
municated from the incumbrancer, and that, if the trus- 
tee has derived a knowledge through the assignor (the 
cestui que trust) or noteven from the assignor, but from 
enquiries set on foot by the trustee himself with the 
view of advancing money of hisown. Though in ordinary 
cases where the question is merely as to the knowledge 
of a subsequent incumbrancer, not that of a trustee, the 
rule is that a purchaser is not bound to attend to vague 
rumours, and that notice is not binding unless it come 
from an interested party: see Barnhart v. Greenshields, 
9 Moo, P.C.18. This seems an especial divergence from 
the principles established in Fuster v. Cockerell ; the re- 
quirements of public policy are not complied with by 





permitting the first incumbrancer to profit by communj. 
cations made by other parties. 

The more modern rulings of the Court seem.to involyg 
a material departure from the policy of the older deci- 
sions, which was certainly a sound one. The divergence 
may have been occasioned by the courts, when cases 
came before them in which irregular communications had 
boen made to the trustees, losing sight of that policy, by 
guiding themselves too much by cases which bore only 
on the general question, what will presume actual know. 
ledgo of a previous incumbrance in a subsequent incum.- 
brancer. There are many cases, as where the question ig 
merely of notice as between two mortgagees, in which 
that would be the point to be determined. And yet, as 
against a trustee, they have done what the Court would — 
not do in Barnhart v. Greenshields. 

The question then, according to the latest cases, appears 
to be, not as to the laches of the first incumbrancer in 
omitting to give formal notice, or upon the policy of 
making it the interest of such parties to give notice, but 
simply, whether, in any manner, the trustee’s mind had, 
when the second charge was taken, been placed in a state 
of actual knowledge of the first incumbrance. If this 
is the point from which such cases are to be viewed, it is 
certainly true, as laid down in Smith v. Smith (ubi sup.), 
that it is immaterial for what purpose a communication 
was made to the trustee, if knowledge was its result, 
And it will follow that a communication made anyhow, 
by the merest casual conversation, will suffice, provided it 
can be shown by subsequent evidence that such know- 
ledge did result from the communication. But the 
casual or irregular manner in which the communication 
may have been made will be very strong primd facie 
evidence against the presumption of such resulting 
knowledge. It will follow also that the fact of the 
trustee having for some purpose or other acted on such 
knowledge is not a fact essentially necessary to be proved, 
but it will, in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, be the 
only obtainable evidence of his knowledge. 

It being, therefore, settled that actual knowledge of 
the first incumbrance by the trustee at the date of the 
second charge will suffice to give priority to the first 
incumbrancer, although the second incumbrancer may 
have been the first to give the trustee formal notice, it 
will frequently be necessary to consult the many cases 
bearing upon the question,—what irregular communi- 
cations have been held to fix the trustee with notice? 
It is not necessary for us to do more here than cite one 
or two of the more important authorities. 

In Ex parte Carbis, Re Croggon, reported in a note 
to Ex parte Watkins, Re Kidder, 1 Mont. & A, 694, the 
assignee of a policy of assurance sent his agent to pay a 
premium, and the latter having mentioned the assign- 
ment in casual conversation with the company’s clerk, 
that was held not to amount to notice. In Jte Kidder 
(ubi sup.) private knowledge on the part of the actuary 
and one of the directors of an insurance company was 
held sufficient,* but the decision was reversed on appeal : 
2 Mont. & A. 348. 

In Re Barr’s Trusts, 6 W. R. 424,4 K. & J. 237, 
the question was whether the trustee had notice of the 
cestui que trust’s bankruptcy, and the only evidence was 
an affidavit made by the cestui que trust that the trustee, 
who died many years before the case was tried, was his 
intimate friend at the time, knew of his bankruptcy, and 
had assisted him with a loan. Vice-Chancellor Wood 
disbelieved the cestui que trust’s statement, but observed 
that he should have had difficulty on such communica 
tions in giving priority to the assignee in bankruptcy. 

In Meuw v. Bell (ubi sup.) it was held that notice to 
one of several trustees is notice so long as that trustee 
lives, Upon the death of that trustee a fresh notice 
would be necessary, but it seems obvious that, if it could 





* To discuss here the ion -bar notice can be fixed on & 


company, would extend this article to too great a length. We 


however, return to this question hereafter. 
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= : 
be shown that this trustee had communicated knowledge 
to the others, such a fresh notice would not be required. 
In Brown v. Savage, 7 W. R. 571, 4 Drew. 635, it was 
held that where one of several trustees is also a bene- 
ficiary under. the trust, notice acquired by him as 
assignor of his interest is not sufficient notice, secus as 
to notice acquired by him as assignee of another share ; 
the reason being, that in the first case it is the trustee’s 
interest to conceal the facts, and the contrary in the 
second case. In Re Brown’s Trusts, 16 W. R. 106, L. R. 
5 Eq. 88, Vice-Chancellor Malins followed Lord Romiliy’s 
decision in Lloyd v. Bunks. Were the solicitor to the 
trustees was a creditor under the cestui que trust’s bank- 
ruptcy, and the Vice-Chancellor held, on the strength of 
the new reversed decision in Lloyd v. Banks, that formal 
notice was necessary, and that the knowledge thus ob- 
tained by the trustees’ solicitor did not fix the trustees 
with notice. The dictum that formal notice is necessary 
is now, as we have seen, overruled. Whether or no the 
knowledge so acquired by the trustees’ solicitor would be 
notice to the trustees, is a further point which we cannot 
now discuss, Lastly, in Hurl Suffolk vy. Cor, 15 W. R. 
732, 86 L. J. Ch. 591, Lord Romilly has held that 
notice to army agents of acharge on the moneys arising 
from the sale of an officer’s commission, is of no value if 
given before the actual receipt of the money by them 
had constituted them trustees of it. The ratio decidendi 
would go to this, that notice given to a man before he 
becomes a trustee does not affect him with notice as 
trustee after he has become such. Here, again, it seems 
at least doubtful, from the authorities we have discussed, 
whether the question will not merely be, in such a case, 
was the knowledge so communicated to the party before 
he became trustee retained by him afterwards ? 

We have thought it well to devote so much space to 
this subject on account of its great practical im- 
portance. To solicitors the topic is of special moment, 
because they so very frequently accept trusts under the 
wills or settlements of their clients. Assignees of the 
cestui que trust’s interest will do well to bear in mind 
Lord Cairns’ advice to them—*“‘an equitable incumbrancer, 
ifhehasany regard for his own interests, any desire to make 
his position secure, will take very good care himself to give 
direct and distinct notice, and I willeven go further and 
say... . togiveitin writing to the trustee... . if 
he does not do that he will be at very great peril, because 
he will have to encounter, first, the danger of the trustee 
being left in entire ignorance of the security; he will 
have to encounter, in the next place, if he attempts to 
prove knowledge of the trustee aliunde, the difficulty 
which this Court will always feel -in attending to what 
are called casual conversations, or of attending to any 
kind of knowledge, which will put the trustee in a less 
good position, a less intelligible position as regards his 
mode of action, than he would have been in if he had 
got distinct and clear notice from the incumbrancers,” 

As regards the trustees—and here is the especial im- 
portance of the point to solicitors—the rule now estab- 
lished may be very irksome to them. In Burrowes v. 
Lock, 10 Ves. 470, it was held, and has been held 
law ever since, that a trustee, with notice, is liable to 
indemnify a person who, on the faith of the trustee’s 
statement that there was no prior incumbrance, took an 
assignment from the cestui que trust, and lost his 
security owing to a prior charge then actually in ex- 
istence. There the trustee had had notice (how, the 
report does not say), but had, as he said, forgotten the 
fact. When a trustee gets a written notice from the 
cestui que trust’s assignee he puts the written notice 
with the deeds, so that if anyone afterwards asks him, 
“Is there any incumbrance?” he has the means of 
giving a truthful answer. Lord Romilly, in Lloyd v. 
Banks, thought that the trustee in Burrowes v. Lock 
would not have been held liable if his knowledge was 
merely derived from an advertisement. But if the Court 





* And see Slim v. Croucher, 8 W. R. 347, 1 D. F. & J. 518. 


should consider the trustee to have once had knowledge 
of the first incumbrance, he would probably be held re- 
sponsible to the second incumbrancer. Possibly this 
question will be argued hereafter; in the meantime 
every trustee should, for his own protection, whenever 
he hears atiything respecting the bankruptcy of his 
cestui que trust, or & charge on the trust fund, make a 
nemorandum, and put that up with his deeds. Mr. 
Lewin, at p. 500 of the latest edition of. his work on 
Trusts, seems cf opinion that a trustee will be liable if 
he refuse to answer the usual question as to prior in- 
cumbrances. We know, however, of no authority to this 


effect, and the passage in Brown v. Savage (ubi sup.), 
cited by Mr. Lewin, certainly does not lay this down. 





NEED AN ATTORNEY’S RETAINER BE EXPRESS, 


The books on practice are unanimous in recommending 
attorneys and solicitors always to take a written retainer. 
However good in theory this advice may be, we suspect 
that in actual business it is seldom acted on; for a 
client would probably look with great surprise on the 
lawyer who demanded a formal written retainer before he 
would consent to act for him. 

Few men, however, are willing to undertake the con- 
duct of either a suit in chancery or of a common law 
action without first obtaining express authority to do so 
from some responsible person. Consequently there are 
very few cases in which the question has been raised 
whether the retainer of an attorney or solicitor to con- 
duct these proceedings need be express. The only de- 
cisions of which we are aware are those of Cameron v. 
Baker, 1 C. & P. 268, and Hall v. Laver, 1 Hare, 571. 
These at first sight do not appear to be reconcileable. 
In Cameron v. Baker it was held that a defendant was 
bound by a compromise made by an attorney who had 
been retained by a third party to defend an action 
against him (the defendant), but whose authority he had 
never either recognised or repudiated, although he was 
aware of what was going on. In Hall v. Laver it was, 
on the other hand, decided that the mere fact that a 
party knew that a solicitor had used his name, jointly 
with that of others, in a chancery suit, and had not 
taken any steps to repudiate his liability, did not amount 
to an implied retainer. 

In the conveyancing branch of the profession queés- 
tions as to whether there has been any retainer of an 
attorney have been far more numerous. The reason is 
obvious. Many cases occur in which it is either ex- 
pressly stipulated between parties, or is implied from 
the usual custom in such cases, that the solicitor for 
one of the parties shall, to some extent at any rate, act 
for the other also. It is true that, so far as regards 
transactions between vendor and purchaser, the practice 
of the same attorney's acting on both sides has been 
censured by high authority. On the other hand, it has 
been judicially declared (see per Tindal, O.J., in Doe v. 
Watkins, 3 Bing. N. C. 424) that there is nothing im- 
proper in the same attorney’s acting both for mortgagor 
and mortgagee. Such is, accordingly, the common prac- 
tice; the mortgagee’s attorney prepares the deed, 
and the mortgagor (even where he employs another 
solicitor on hisown behalf) pays for it. Again, when an 
estate is let, it is usual, as our readers know—and is often 
expressly stipulated—for the lease to be drawn and en- 
grossed by the lessor’s solicitor at the expense of the 
lessee. It is equally well known that a marriage settle- 
ment is always prepared by the lady’s solicitor, while, as 
has been observed, the husband has the privilege of 
paying for it. (See Helps v. Clayton, 13 W. R. 161, 
84 L, J. N.S. C. P. 1.) 

Now, such cases as these not unfrequently lead to liti- 
gation. The lease, or the mortgage, or the intended 
marriage (as the case may be) goes off at the last 
moment, and when the solicitor seeks to charge the in- 
tended lessee, or mortgagor, or, perhaps, the would-be 





bridegroom, for the work done, he is told that he has 
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never been retained. It then becomes of importance to 
determine what will be held a sufficient retainer. Ac- 
cordingly, as might have been expected, several cases 
have occurred in which this point has been raised under 
such circumstances as we have just indicated. The 
earliest is Rigley v. Daykin, 2 Y.& J. 83 (in 1812). In 
that case the defendant Daykin wished to raise some 
money on mortgage. For this purpose, he applied to one 
Fearnhead, and Fearnhead in his turn had recourse to 
the plaintiff, who was an attorney having money to in- 
vest. Some negotiations took place between the parties, 
and an abstract of defendant's title was prepared, but 
the matter went off. The plaintiff proved that it was 
the custom in such cases for the borrower to pay all 
expenses, and sought to recover, as on an implied con- 
tract under the custom, for the expenses incurred, and 
for work done during the treaty. It was, however, held 
that he could not maintain the action, since, as one of 
the learned judges observed, he had not proved any 
retainer, which is the foundation of such an action. 
In the next year came Hollis v. Claridge, 4 Taunt. 807, 
which was some years afterwards (viz.,in 1833) followed 
by Pratt v. Vizard, 5 B, & Ad. 808. The facts in both 
these cases were almost exactly similar. In both of them 
the plaintiff had sent his title deeds to an intended 
lender, at the same time expressly promising to pay all 
expenses. The lender had then handed them to his 
conveyancer. The negociation for the loan had gone 
off, and plaintiff, of course, sought to recever back his 
deeds. Defendant claimed a lien on them, and refused 
to surrender them until payment of his costs. In Pratt 
v. Vizard the plaintiff had paid the sum demanded, but 
brought his action in assumpsit to recover back the sum 
extorted from him. In Hollis v. Claridge, on the con- 
trary, he sued in trover to get back his deeds. Iu both 
cases, however, it was held that defendant had failed to 
prove any original contract with himself, while, even if 
the intended lender had a lien, he clearly could not 
transfer it to the defendant. In short, in both the above 
cases, it was considered (to use the words of Alexander, 
C.B., in 2 Y. & J. 86), that—“ Although it is ordinarily 
the practice in transactions of this description for. the 
borrower to pay the expenses, that is a ques- 
tion between the lender and the borrower, and not 
between the attorney of the former and the mort- 
gagor.” Three years after Pratt v. Vizard the 
question was again mooted in the well-known case of 
Grissell v. Robinson, 3 Bing. N.C. 10. The facts of that 
case were as follow:—One Peto had orally agreed to 
grant the defendant Robinson a lease. He died without 
doing so, leaving the plaintiffs his executors, The Court 
of Chancery having dismissed a bill for specific perform- 
ance filed by Robinson, the plaintiffs agreed to let him a 
lease. One was accordingly prepared and executed, the 
plaintiffs paying for it. Robinson refused to recoup 
them the expenses which had attended the preparation 
of the lease, on which they brought an action against 
him to recover the amount. They proved that it was 
the custom for the lessor’s attorney to prepare, and for 
the lessee to pay for, the lease. It was held that they 
were entitled to recover back the sum paid by them. 
Shortly after this the point was again raised in the Court 
of Common Pleas. We allude to Webb v. Rhodes, 3 Bing. 
N.C. 782. In that case the defendant Rhodes and one 
Wright entered into an agreement for a lease, which 
contained a clause providing that “the said lease, and 
also a counterpart thereof, shall be prepared by Mr. 
Webb, solicitor, Reading, at the expense of the said 
James Rhodes.” This agreement was signed by both 
parties in the presence of the plaintiff Rhodes, and 
several letters also passed between him and the defen- 
dant on the subject of the lease. The intended lessor, 
however, had only a life estate, and she died after the 
lease was prepared, but before it was executed. Rhodes 
refusing to pay, Webb brought an action to recover his 
costs. All the above-mentioned authorities (except 
Hollis y. Claridge) were cited, but it was argued that 





“the agreement signed by the defendant in the presence 
of the plaintiff was an express retainer by the defendant, 


and created a privity between the parties which did not 
exist in the cases referred to.” The judges adopted this 
view, Tindal, 0.J., saying “ the parties were all present 
when this agreement was signed by the defendant; the 
plaintiff therefore must be taken to have assented, and 
it is the same thing as if he had been a party to the 
contract. This distinguishes the present case from those 
which have been cited, in which there was no agreement 
by the lessee to pay the lessor’s attorney. We should be 
anxious to avoid circuity unless driven to it.’’ This 
principle has been followed up in the modern cases, 
Thus, in Wilkinson v. Grant, 25 L. J. N.S. 6. 
P. 233, a mortgage having gone off through 
the default of the defendant, the intended mortgagor, 
Wilkinson (the mortgagee’s attorney) sued him for 
costs incurred during the negotiation. In support of his 
claim he gave evidence of the custom that all expenses 
of a mortgage should be paid by the mortgagor, and he 
also produced certain letters which had passed between 
himself and the defendant. The jury having found a 
verdict in his favour, the Court held that the plaintiff 
could not recover on the custom, but that it was pro- 


perly left to the jury to say what was the effect of the . 


letters, Ayain, in Smith v. Clegg, 27 L. J. N.S. Ex, 
300, an attorney for a lessor had acted for both parties, 
He had received some instructions for the lessee, and 
had shown him a lease which he had prepared. The 
lessee was, however, at the time employing another at- 
torney. Eventually the intended lease came to nothing, 
It was again held that it was properly left to the jury 
to say whether the defendant had been retained, and a 
tule for a new trial was refused. Lastly, in Helps vy. 
Clayton, 18 W. R. 161, 34 L. J. N. S.C. P. 1, where a 
husband and wife had both executed a marriage settle- 
ment prepared by her solicitors, the custom that such a 
document should be prepared by the lady’s solicitors and 
paid for by the husband having been proved, the hus- 
band was held liable to pay for the deed. There are, 
however, several other grounds on which this case may 
be supported. 

Some confusion appears to exist as to the result of 
these various decisions, and an impression, we believe, 
prevails that they are not reconcileable. In our opinion, 
however, they are perfectly consonant with each other, 
and, moreover, establish the exact conclusions at which 
any sound lawyer would have arrived had the point 
been untouched by decision. It is a well-known and an 
elementary rule that a stranger to a contract cannot sue 
thereon even when it was expressly made for his benefit 
(see Chitty on Contracts, 53; Broom’s Comm. 319), 
Rigley v. Daykin, Hollis v. Claridge, and Pratt v. 
Vizard accordingly proceed on this broad and simple 
ground. The implied contract (if any) in the one case 
and the express-contract in the two latter cases was only 
made with the intended lessee or mortgagee, and the 
plaintiff, being in no way privy to it, could not sue 
thereon. On the other hand, it is also a well-known 
principle that, where a man adopts and enjoys the bene- 
fit of the labour of another, he is bound. by that other’s 
acts, and liable to remunerate him for his exertions (see 
Broom’s Leg. Max. 727). The cases of Cameron v. 
Baker, Webb v. Rhodes, Wilkinson v. Grant, and 
Helps v. Clayton all rest on this ground. Hall v. 
Laver also proceeds on the same principle, although 
the Vice-Chancellor there considered that, as a matter 
of fact, there had been no adoption of the soli- 
citor’s services (see 1 Hare, p. 575-6). Neither 
is this principle impugned (as has sometimes been 
supposed) by Grissell v, Robinson. That case simply 
establishes that where the attorney has been paid 
by the one party for services the expense of which 
it is usual that the other party shovfid bear, the party 
paying him may maintain an action against the other 0 
recover the amount, founded on the implied con 
raised by the custom. Ii does not contain a syllable 
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which implies that the solicitor could not himself have 


seoovered had he shown that the defendant had in any 

nised him, Indeed, it was argued that one 
on which the plaintiffs were entitled to recover 
was that they had paid money which the defendant 
could have been legally compelled to pay, and this argu - 
ment was not repudiated in the judgments. 

Summed up in a few words, the result of the cases, 
then, seems to be that in order to entitle him to recover 
for work done a solicitor or attorney must either prove 
an express retainer, or else must show that the defendant 
has done some act which, in the opinion of a jury, 
amounts to an adoption of his services. Where he has 
received no express retainer, and cannot show circum- 
stances which amount to an implied one, and yet has 
done work for which it is usual for persons in the de- 
fendant’s position to pay, the attorney must obtain pay- 
ment from his own client, who must, in his turn, seek 
reimbursement from the defendant. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 

Tae ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF 
QHANCERY IN WINDING UP PARTNERSHIPS, AS APPLIED 
to PUBLIC COMPANIES, 

Cramer y. Bird, M.R., 16 W. R. 781. 

Recent legislation has undoubtedly given great facility 
for the concoction of public companies, so much so as to 
call into existence the novel but now recognised pursuit or 
mystery, the professors of which we call in common 
enue “promoters.” But in common justice it must 

admitted, that the Legislature which has afforded these 
means of concoction, has also rendered the means of 
winding-up simple and accessible, if not inexpensive. 

But how is a company to be wound up that is not ina 

situation to avail itself of these facilities? Railway 

companies incorporated by special Act are, we know, 

excepted from the operation of the Companies Act, 1862, 

section 199 ; and what is a railway company to do, which 

wishes to be wound up, but has no special Act to enable it 
todoso? The company in this case was incorporated for 
the purpose of making a railway, pier, and harbour, 
by special Act, under the title of the St. George’s Harbour 
Company. It had completed all the works it was em- 
powered to construct, save those as to which its powers 
had expired by lapse of time, and had been empowered 
by a special Act to sell its undertaking to the London 
and North Western Railway in exchange for a sum of 
stock in the latter undertaking. This transaction was 
carried into effect, and the liabilities of the concern 
being in part disposed of, a large share of stock remained 
in the hands of the directors, who literally do not seem 
to have known what to do with it. Of course it was 
distributable among the shareholders, but there seem to 
have been different sets of shareholders in the under- 
taking having to some extent conflicting interests, which 
tendered jt out of the question to divide the fund rateably 
It will be observed that the company ceased to exist 
from the moment of the transfer of its business to this 
extent at least, that all its functions were over, and all 
its duties were over. All that remained for the directors 
todo was to account to the shareholders of that which 
was once a company. How were the shareholders to 
enforce the distribution of that which the directors 
themselves seem to have felt that they could not safely do ? 

To petition for a winding-up under the Companies Act, 

1862, was, as we havo already shown, out of the question, 

tailvay companies incorporated by special Act being 

excluded from its operation. The Abandonment of 


Railways Act, 1850 (13 & 14 Vict. o. 83), required the 
consent of the shareholders previous to the warrant being 
granted for abandoning the railway, and refers to un- 
finished railways (see preamble); and the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 381 Vict. oc, 127), 





merely extinguishes the company without providing 
for the distribution of assets required in the present 
case. His Lordship therefore fell back upon the 
general principles of equity, and the jurisdiction of the 
Court to administer the affairs of dissolved partnerships. 
The Winding-up Acts are in fact nothing more than at- 
tempts of the Legislature to assist the Court in applying 
its original jurisdiction in cases of partnership to the 
liquidation of companies, to assist the principles of 
equity, and to give additional and further powers to 
enable persons to enforce equities without the peculiar 
difficulties arising from the number of parties and the 
rules of equity, and the like. His Lordship accordingly 
intimated his intention, when the proper parties should 
be before the Court, of making a decree for administer- 
ing the affairs of the extinct corporation, and dividing 
the assets. The corporation being extinct, was resolved 
into the original elements which went to make it up, the 
body of shareholders. While it existed, the corporation was 
something higher than, and independent of, the fluctu- 
ating mass of individual shareholders which remained; 
when it became extinct that mass of shareholders re- 
mained, and were entitled to enforce their rights, suing 
the directors by a few plaintiffs selected to represent the 
general body. 

There are two reported cases in which the Court has 
made an order to wind up a company incorporated by 
special Act, which has ceased to be a going concern. In 
both these cases, however, the companies were canal 
companies, so as not to be within the exception in the 
Companies Act, 1862, already referred to; and the wind- 
ing-up orders were in fact made under the “just and 
equitable” clause in that Act. We refer to Re Proprietors 
of the Basingstoke Canal, 14 W. R. 956, and Re Wey and 
Arun Junction Canal Company,4 W. R. 185. The cases 
were similar ; in the latter case the petition was pre- 
sented by four shareholders, alleging that the company 
was wholly unable to pay its debts, and was being worked 
ata loss. The order was opposed on the ground that 
the petition was an attempt to repeal the special Act in- 
corporating the company, which contained provisions for 
the canal being worked in perpetuity, and that the pub- 
lic had a right to be carried for toll on-the canal, of 
which right the Court had no jurisdiction to deprive 
them. Vice-Chancellor Malins, however, made the order, 
following the decision of the Master of the Rolls in the 
former case. 

These cases are stronger than the case before us. In 
it the corporation has been extinguished, except for the 
purpose of distributing its assets, by the transfer of its 
undertaking. In the two cases referred to the companies 
were going concerns, although worked at a loss, and the 
winding-up orders would in their case undoubtedly inter- 
fere to some extent with the right of the public to travel 
and carry goods on the canals ; but the Court made the 
order upon the broad ground that it was just and equit- 
able that they should be wound ap. 





COMMON LAW. 
CoNTRACT FOR SALE OF REAL PROPERTY—MEASURE OF 
DAMAGES. 
Engell v. Fitch, Q.B., 16 W. R. 785. 

Actions for breach of contract, unlike actions of tort, 
never, with one exception, involves any inquiry into the 
intention which may have caused the contracting party 
to break his contract. In actions of tort the intent with 
which a wrongful act is done may sometimes be a most 
important element in assessing the amount of damages 
which the wrong-doer should pay. When wrongful acts 
(not being breaches of contract) are done wilfully and 
maliciously, as may or may not be the case in libels, 
trespasses, &c., &c., the jury are permitted to give the 
defendant, by way of damages,a larger sum than that 
which would be a pecuniary compensation for the actual 
loss suffered by him. This question, however, does 
not arise in actions for breach of contract, and the jury 
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are not permitted to take intotheir consideration the animus 
of the party who fails to perform his agreement. Whether 
the breach of contract is caused by a malicious intention to 
injure the other party, or by a mere accident, the measure 
of damages is the same. 

As a general rule a person who, from whatever cause, 
fails to perform his contract is bound to place the other 
party, as far as money will doit, in the position he would 
have been in if the contract had been performed. If, 
therefore, a vendor of goods fail, from any cause what- 
ever, to deliver them to the purchaser, he is liable to com- 
pensate the purchaser for the injury sustained by the 
breach of contract, and the measure of damages would 
usually be the difference between the agreed price of the 
goods and their actual market value on the day on which 
they should have been delivered. The exception to 
the general rule, which was before noticed, is in 
the case of a contract for the sale of real property. 
The vendee in these contracts, as is well known, 
is entitled to demand sixty years’ title. Whether or 
not a good marketable title can be made out sometimes 
depends upon the most abstruse points of real property 
law, and it is therefore not surprising that it sometimes 
happens that a landowner does not in the least know 
whether or not he has a marketable title to his land. 

The intricacy of the law that relates to real property 
has long been admitted as a fact even by judges, and it 
has given rise to an anomalous exception to the ordinary 
iule which governs the measure of damages in actions 
jur breach of contract This exception was first estab- 
lished by Flureau v. Thornhill (2 W. Bla. 1078), which 
was an action by vendee against vendor of real property 
for non-performance of contract. The vendor was, in 
fact, ready to perform his part of the contract, as far as 
possible, but, although he had the legal estate, he could 
not make out a marketable title. The vendee refused to 
accept s uch title as could be made. The plaintiff claimed 
damages for the loss of the bargain in addition to the 
return of the deposit with interest, and payment of all 
expenses, but Blackstone, J., said “these contracts 


are merely upon condition frequently expressed, but 
always implied, that the vendor has a good title; 


if he has not, the return of the deposit, with 
interest and costs, is all that can be expected.” 


This case has never been overruled, and is still | 


followed, but it has, to some extent, been qualified by 
subsequent decisions, In Hopkins v. Grazebrook (6 B, 
& C. 31), the defendant bought some land, and, before he 


had the legal estate conveyed to him, sold it to the | 


plaintiff, but was subsequently unable to convey a good 
legal title tothe plaintiff, who was thereupon held entitled 
to recover damages for the loss of the bargain, as “ the 
defendant had put the estate up to auction before he got 
a conveyance; he should not have taken such a step 
without ascertaining that he would be in a situation to 
offer some title, and having entered into a contract to 
sell without even the shadow of a title,” he was held re- 
sponsible fur all the damages caused by his breach of 
contract. 

Robinsonv. Harman (1 Ex. 850), followed Hopkins v. 
Grazebrook, and decided that where the defendant agreed 
to create a lease, having full knowledge that he had no 
title, the plaintiff was entitled in an action for breach of 
such agreement to recover beyond his expenses damages 
resulting from the loss of his bargain. 

In two later cases there appears a tendency to extend 
the exception introduced by Flureau v. Thornhill. In 
Pounsett v. Fuller, 4 W. R. 3238, the defendant cold a right 
of shooting to which he could not make a good title, as 
he was only the equitable owner; and it was held that 
the case fell within Flureaw v. Thornhill, and that the 
defendant was not liable to damages for the loss of the 
plaintiff’s bargain. In Sikes v. Wild (11 W. R. 954), the 
defendant sold some land which was subject to a charge, 
having received a promise from the person entitled to the 
charge that it should be released. This promise was 
not fulfilled, and the defendant was unable to make a 





, upon himself to dispose. 
' : . 
sound reason why the consequences which arise on & 





good title, and it was held that this fell within the 

ciple of Flureau v. Lhornhill, and not within that 
Hopkins v. Grazebrook, 
ject prior to Lngell v. Fitch. 


but refused to complete by giving up possession accord. 


ing to the contract, in consequence of the difficulty and | 


expense to which he would have been subjected in eject. 
ing a person who was wrongfully in possession and who 
refused to quit the premises, The Court of Queen's 
Bench held that the defendant under these circumstances 
was liable to pay for the plaintiff's loss of the bargain, 
and the plaintiff recovered as damages, in addition to the 
deposit, with interest, and his expenses, the profit which 
he had made by a re-sale of the land, which he was un 
able to complete in consequence of the defendant’s re. 
fusal to deliver up possession. 

The judgment contains a very full examination of all 
the authorities upon the subject, and in the result it hag 
followed Hopkins v. Grazebrook and Robinson v. Harman 
rather than Pounsett v. Fuller and Sikes v. Wild. The 
Court say—* the two latter cases have enlarged the rule 
in Flureau v. Thornhill, and narrowed the decision in 
the two former cases, and we are no doubt bound by 
them. But they have not gone the length of expressly 
overruling these cases, and believing them to have been 
rightly decided, and to be based upon sound principles, 
we are not disposed to entrench upon them further than 
we are compelled.” 

The Court, after stating the general rule as to the 
measure of damages upon the sale of goods and the ex 
ception, introduced by Flureau v. Thornhill, decided 
that Zngell v. Fitch did not fall within that exception, 
because “the limit of the exception is to be found in the 
reason on which it was based; the reason ceasing, the 
rule should also cease. It can properly have no appli- 
cation where the non-performance of the contract arises, 
not from a difficulty as to title, but from the fact of the 
party who engages to sell not having first secured t 
himself the property in the thing of which he takes 
In such a case there seems 10 


breach of contract in the sale of goods should not equally 
attach, far from seeing any grounds either in law or 
reason for extending the rule, there appear to us to be 


| good grounds for the contrary.” This last decision is 


therefore strongly in favour of the principle of Hopkins 
v. Grazebrook, and is very much opposed to, although it 
does not of course overrule, the cases of Pounsett v. Fuller 


| and Sikes v. Wild, 


In all these cases the inquiry has been chiefly into 


the cause of the breach of contract. In all of them — 


there was a complete breach, but the measure of damages 
was held to depend upon the cause and not upon the 
consequence of the breach ; and thus this class of cases 
is an entire exception to ordinary actions for breach of 
contract, and must be considered apart from the decisions 
that usually govern such actions, It is unfortunate that 
the extent of this exception depends upon decisions more 
or less conflicting, but the existence of the exception is 
firmly established, whatever doubt may be felt as to the 
limit of its application. It is worth while to notice, in 
conclusion, that this anomalous exception of a particular 
class of actions from the general rules, on the measure 
of damages, has been adopted in the new New York 
Civil Code, which, by section 1846, provides that “the 
detriment caused by the breach of an agreement to com 
vey an estate in real property is deemed to be the price 
paid, and the expenses properly incurred in examining 
the title and preparing the necessary papers with in 
thereon, but adding thereto, in case of bad faith, the 
difference between the price agreed to be paid, and the 
value of the estate agreed to he conveyed at the time of 
the breach, and the expenses properly incurred in pre 
paring to enter upon the land.” Sikes v. Wild is one 
of the authorities cited under this section, 


These four cases are the mos} 
important, although not the only decisions upon thisgub. — 
In Hnagell v. Fitch the des — 
fendant, the vendor of some land, made out a good title, © 
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REVIEW. invention was generally used in America before it was in 
— England ; at any rate, there seem to be many more cases 








it of ; ve Treatise on the Measure of Damages. By Tuxopore | there than in England as to the damages recoverable for a 
noes : Sepewicx. Fourth edition, revised and annotated. By | mistake or delay in sending a message. The casesinthe - 
sub. Hexry Dwicut Szvewicx. New York: Baker & Co. | different States, as might be expected, do not appear to be 
des Jondon: Stevens & Haynes. 1868. perfectly consistent. Mr. H. D. Sedgwick reconciles them 
itle, This is a new edition of a well-known work which has | far as possible. We have not space here to go into the 
ord. ‘ned in this country not merely a high reputation as a subject fully, and can only indicate to our readers where 
and fext-book, but the position of an authority on points within they may find much useful information upon a novel branch 
ect its scope, which may be quoted in our courts almost as of the law. On comparing the digest accompanying the 
who effectually as a decided case in point. Under these cir- last few volumes of the Weekly Reporter with the 


cumstances it is of course important to distinguish between | idex of cases, we find that all the cases bearing upon the 
those parts of the work which are the composition of the™} Measure of damages, including the important ones of 








ain, original author (who has died since the last edition was | Wilson v. The Newport Dock, Mullet v. Mason, Lock v. 
‘the lished) and those introduced by the editor. ‘This has Furze, Macrae v. Clark, Smithv. Thackerah, all in 14 W.R., 
done, and, on the whole, done in a manner less and Ogle v. Lord Vane, in 15 W. R., are mentioned in the 
rich puzzling and annoying to the reader than is frequently the | Present edition. The cases in the current volume, amongst 
= case. ‘The text (which, by the bye, is printed in an excel- | Which we may mention Rolph v. Crouch, reported in January 
3 Te lent type) is comparatively free from brackets, asterisks, and last, and Lvgell v. Fitch, in May last, as important cases on 
. The author's notes to the first three editions, | the subject, we do not find alluded to, but this could hardly 
all where preserved, are placed in double column below the have been expected. As it is we think we have said enoug: 
hag text, and below these, separated by a line, and in single to show that the present edition deals comprehensively with 
nan column, are the editor's notes. The index and the table of the law of England as well as that of America, down to the 
The cases both seem carefully prepared. The latter includes all | Commencement of the present year, and may, therefore, be 
rule the very recent English cases of importance on the subject, | telied upon in practice as laying down correctly, not only 
. in of which there happen to be a considerable number, and we | 82¢ral principles, but also the actual state of the authori- 
by have not missed one which from its date we could expect to | ties. On all points, therefore, we think the present edition 
a find. On the whole, therefore, the volume clearly merits | Will uphold the reputation of Sedgwick on Damages, as one 
sely the praise of being well turned out, both as regards the of the best law-books written ii. the language. 
eee bookseller’s department and as regards the mechanical por- 
es, tion of the editor’s labour. In speaking of the legal merits 
han of the work we shall confine our remarks to the new notes, COURTS. 


assuming that the merits of the original work are known to : 
our readers, as they must be to all who are acquainted with COURT OF CHANCERY. 
oar reports, in which it will be found frequently referred to | Soareyexr or THE NUMBER OF Causes, Petitions, &c 


with approbation by our judges. The reputation of the F . . A ; 
work is, in our opinion, fully sustained by the notes contri- x agg a Court in the week ending Thursday 
‘ . 


buted by the present editor. We are not aware what is his 

relationship to the author, though, from the manner in ] i i l 

which he speaks of the assistance of Mr. Arthur Sedgwick, Lc. || LJ. | MR. | V.C.S. | 

ason of the author, we gather that he himself is not sonear i i 

arelation. However that may be, it is clear that he has | 4p. | ap. || ar. | ape. |i c. |v. | c./ vr. | 

other qualifications for editing the work besides his name ers poor bi 
| 46 | } | 


& 











and access to the author’s papers. This is shown notonly} 5 | 0 10! 0 | 
by the manner in which he deals with the new cases, but |} _ pa wiry 

by the remarks he has made on the‘original text in a 
pot rege where he has, on some matt of opinion, ven- Misews or rat Rotxé. 


to differ slightly from the author. “% 


We may give as an instance of this a i of the editor, July 16.—Lord Romrtty stated at the sitting of the Court 


at page 299, upon the subject of damages for a wilful breach | his morning that, acting as vacation Judge in Chancery, 
of contract. ‘The author lays down the gencral principle that | he would not take any injunction cases in the Ra soma 
themotives of theparties cannot be taken intoconsideration in { Which required notice of motion, unless by special leave 
estimating the damages for a breach of contract. The | @uly obtaimed from ‘the Court, The Court made this 


editor points out that while in all cascs, tort as well as con- | *220uncement in order that solicitors having cases in the 
‘ f 


nature of injunction pressing might take such steps as were 


ller tract, the general principle is to give compensation only, : 

there is > sonnel why hate should not we exceptions to oe and open to them previously to the last seal 
nto that rule in contract as well as in tort, though probably | “*Y: ‘ 1 : 
em they would occur more freqently in tort than in contract ; July 24.—Lord Romrtiyx, having disposed of all the busi- 
ges mf he points out some instances where an exception has | nessin the paper for the day, rose at twelve o'clock. His 
the been allowed in contract. Again, at page 523, the author, | Lordship, addressing the Bar, inquired whether it was 
we in commenting upon the principle that in tort the intention thought necessary that the Court should sit after Weenes- 
‘of of the defendant is material, speaks of the case of a lunatic | day next. : 

defendant. He quotes the case of an insane justice being r. Baggallay, Q.C., replied that he thought not. It had 
ons held liable in an action for false imprisonment, which the | been arranged that a very heavy adjourned summons, Je 
hat author says upon principle should never have been per- | L/wes, should stand over till Michaelmas Term; the other 
018 mitted. The reasons for this opinion are not stated, nor adjourned summonses were light ; and it was not probable 
1 is does it appear upon what principle the damages in that case | that the motions would occupy Tuesday and the following 
the were assessed. ‘Ihe comment of the editor, we think, points | day. | : 
in | out the true rule of such a case, viz., that the injured panty His Lorpsuir then said he thought he should be able to 
lar shall be entitled to recover compensation for the actual loss release the Bar after Wednesday next, which, considering 
are Pg me fanny but os the pr sagan age ac as they heer recent oppressive weather, he was anxious, if possible, 

which in such an action as false imprisonment do. 
“ caper eae nan been entitled to recover Dut for the - 
Si ; of the defendant. Tick-CHANCELLOR GIFFARD. 

ic : views on the part of the editor will be found in July 24 rhage having applied to have a cause fixed 
me ae at page 128 and 665, and we cannot help thinking for i A next, aia 
est io nosey “ acpeabontns | assist the Courts in placing ~ His Honowr said he was not sure he should be sitting on 
the satisfactory foundation page 214 ts eat Than sae Thursday. He should take petitions and summonses to- 
Lhe ry ee ee eee. ane eee morrow (Saturday), and motions on Tuesday next. If the 


4 good new note upon the principles of Hadley v. Baxendale 
and 3 ; . ? | seal should not be closed on Tuesday, he should then hear 
the later cases in which that case is commented on. petitions and summonses, and when they had been disposed 


in, at pages 413 to 419, we find a very valuable note 7 
edosins and commenting upon all the cases relating in cipro soostiamniaacets 


vue way or anvther to electric telegraphs. Probably this 
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COMMON LAW JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 
(Before Master BENNETT.) 
July 18.—Home y. Lyon. 

This was an action in the Common Pleas by Mr. Home 
against Mrs. Lyon, to recover the value or the return 
of certain jewels and articles of wearing apparel in her 

ion. The defence was that the jewels were gifts to her 
* the plaintiff. On the part of the defendant, . Lyons, 
a summons was taken out to change the venue from Surrey 
to London or Middlesex. The parties were the same as in 
the case of Lyon v. Home, before Vice-Chancellor Giffard, 
their positions being reversed. 

The Master said, after hearing the affidavit of the plaintiff's 
attorney, that the only point had not been answered, namely, 
that it was a Middlesex action. 

On the part of the plaintiff it was stated that he would 
pay any extra expense caused by the action being tried in 

urrey. 

The Master asked whether after such an offer the defen- 
dant still objected. 

Mr Yetts (Druce, Son, & Jackson), for the defendant, 
declined the offer. It was a Middlesex action. 

The Master thought he was bound to make the order. 
He therefore made an order to change the venue from Surrey 
to Middlesex, subject to the right of appeal to a judge at 
Chambers. 

(Before BLacksurn, J.) 

July 20.—The above matter was now brought before the 
judge on appeal. 

Buacksury, J., inquired the nature of the defence. 

Murphy, for the detendant, said on the ground that they 
were presents. ‘The defendant Home had been ordered by the 
Court of Chancery to re-transfer property to about £60,000, 
which he had not done, and, probably, if he had done so, the 
action need not proceed. 

Mr. Hartley (from the office of Mr. Wilkinson, the plaintiff’s 
attorney) said the £60,000 was all safe, and the question 
pending was as to brokerage and other matters, which 
involved a question of some hundreds of pounds. 

Biackaurn, J., asked why he had not complied with the 
order of the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Hartley said there was an appeal, and the case might 
be taken to the House of Lords. There was no reason to 
delay the case, as Mrs. Lyon was in good health and quite 
able to go to trial at Guildford. 

Briacksurn, J., said that the mere fact that it was a 
Middlesex action was not conclusive, but he did not think 
that waiting till next Term would be any serious matter to 
the plaintiff. 

Mr. Hartley urged that it was, in fact, a money action. 
Jewels were equal to money, and there was not, he submitted, 
any ground to change the venue, the effect of which would 
be to delay the action for some months. He had retained 
counsel, and was preparing for trial at the Guildford assizes. 

Bracksurn, J., saw nothing in the case to disturb the 
order made by Master Bennett. It was, no doubt, a 
Middlesex action, and he did not think the delay was of the 
serious matter stated, after what he had been told of the 
state of matters in the chaneery suit. 

Costs to be costs in the cause. 





BANKRUPTCY COURTS. 
BrrMincHaM. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner SANDERS.) 
July 15.—Jn re W. Marshall, of Solihuit, Solicitor. 
Adjourned last examination. Mr. Griffin appeared for the 
official assignee ; Mr. Parry for the trade assignee ; and Mr. 
Rowland supported the bankrupt. In the original balance- 
sheet, the bankrupt put down his debts at £26, and his lia- 
bilities as showing a surplus of £42; but that surplus had 
since been converted into a deficiency, by reason of an order 
of the Master of the Rolls, in respect tu a chancery suit. 
In reply to the Commissioner, 
Mr. foee said the trade assignee was Mr. Harrison, an 
accountant, who was not a creditor. 
The Commissioner.—It is not quite the thing that ac- 
countants should be trade assignees. 
Mr. Parry.—I will say that I am no party to it. 

‘The CommissionEr.—I suppose that Mr. Harrison, in his 
character of trade assignee, appointed in the way mentioned, 
does not oppose ? 

Mr. Parry.---No, sir, he docs not. 





Mr. Griffin.—Although the history of the matter which 
has brought the bankrupt into court does not reflect much in 


his favour, yet I do not see that he has committed any offencg 
under the 159th section. 

The Commisstoner.—If that is the case, the bankry 
must depart with the understanding that he is not to 
touched under the 159th section. That is all I can gay, 

Mr. Rowland thereupon asked forthe bankrupt’s dig. 
charge 

The Commisstonzr.—He must be discharged. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
LaMBETH. 
(Before J. Pirr Taytor, Esq., Judge.) 

July 21.—Hayes v. Waters, Executor. 
Equity—Non-allowance of costs of witnesses where not applied 
Sor at the hearing. 

The facts of this case were briefly given supra, 787. Mr, 
Moss for the plaintiff applied to the Court to-day to have 
the taxation of costs by the registrar revised. He said that 
on the hearing of the suit he had brought a number of 
witnesses, but they were not called, and the registrar now 
refused to allow their costs. He (Mr. Moss) submitted that 
having brought his witnesses with the full expectation 
that i” would be wanted, he was entitled to have them 
allowed. 

The registrar said he had struck the items for thes 
witnesses out of Mr. Moss’s bill because they had not been 
allowed by the judge on the hearing. In fact the costs of 
these witnesses had not even been asked. 

Mr. Moss said, with due deference to the registrar, the 
rule laid down by him applied only to common law, and not 
to equity. There was nothing in the equity rules which gaye 
the judgo power to refuse the costs which had been struck 
out by the registrar. 

Mr. Prrr Taytor said if there was nothing in the equity 
rules affecting his discretion in the allowance of costs, then 
the common law rule on the subject would apply. But it 
was unnecessary to fall back on that rule, for in the scale of 
costs in equity there was this item, which was relied on by 


the registrar “ examining and taking minutes of evidenceof ~ 


each witness afterwards allowed by the judge.” That was 
conclusive in favour of the registrar’s view of the question, 
and his taxation must stand. 

Mr. Moss said the items were £10 or £11, or more thana 
third of his bill. Mr. Butler Rigby, who was counsel in the 
cause, had omitted to ask for the witnesses’ costs, and his 
client ought not to be damnified by that omission. 

Mr. Pirr Taytor said Mr. Rigby would, in all pro- 
bability, have applied for costs had he been instructed todo 
so. It looked like a case of crassa negiigentia on the part of 
Mr. Moss, and if that where so he might have to pay these 
costs himself. 


NoRTHAMPTON. 
(Before Francis Exzis, Esq., Judge.) 
July 8.—The Northampton Gas Company v. The London and 
North-Western Railway Company. 


In this case, which was heard two or three months 


ago, the plaintiffs claimed damages from the defendants for 
the loss by them of a quantity of coal, consigned to the 
plaintiffs at Northampton, by the ey eig: Aina Company, 
and delivered by that company to.the Midland Railway 
Company, by whom it was conveyed for part of the distance, 
and then transferred by them from their line to that of the 
defendants, on which latter line the coal was destroyed by 
the breaking down of the train. Under these circumstances. 
the Midland Railway Company were the proper parties to 
be sued by the plaintiffs; but it was agreed that this object 
tion should be waived, for the purpose of deciding, wi 
further delay, the matters of law and fact which would 
arise when the ultimate liability of the defendants came in 
question. Judgment was then reserved, and was now dee 
livered by 

Mr. Exx1s, who, after stating how the Pome: deer 
through the breaking of an axle, said—The plaintiffs ur 
that the mere fact of the accident raised of itself a 


facie case of negligence which threw upon the defendants 


the burdep of rebutting it. I doubt if this construction 
was correct, inasmuch as the presumption on which the 
plaintiffs relied arises, in my opinion, only when the 
accident, on the face of it, and unexplained, imports n 
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gence ; a8 for instance, in the case of a collision. See Bird 
y. Great Northern Railway Company, 28 L. J. Ex.’3. 
However, upon the evidence, I come to the conclusion that 
ima facie presumption of negligence—if any there 
was—was oorqpome 4 rebutted; and that the most reasonable 
inion which can be arrived at as to the cause of the 
accident, is that it arose simply from the fracture of this 
axle, caused, not by any default of the defendants, 
put from some latent defect in the axle itself, which 
could not have been discovered at any time by 
the defendants by previous inspection. . . . . To 
determine the question of the liability of the company, 
under these circumstances, it is necessary to look at their 
ic arrangements, as to the conveyance of coal, for the 

of determining what are their duties, express or 
implied, arising out of these arrangements. The company 
carry most kinds of merchandise in their own vans or trucks, 
but voy Sg not, as a rule, provide—and they give public 
notice that they do not undertake to provide—trucks for the 
conveyance of certain minerals, including coal. In some 
few instances they make a special agreement to convey 
minerals in their own trucks, and in those cases they make a 
higher charge than for the conveyance of minerals in the 
trucksof other parties. In general,the minerals areconveyed 
in trucks either belonging to the consignors or consignees of 
the minerals, or hired by them ofthird parties, and constructed 
inall cases according to regulations laiddown by thecompany. 
The plaintiffs hire the trucks of a Mr. Whitehouse, a truck 
owner, at Northampton, who sends them from Northampton 
onto the defendants’ line, and thence by the Midland line 
to the Butterley Company, who fill them and send them 
back by the Midland line and the defendants’ line to North- 
ampton, where they are unloaded and returned to the owner. 
The owner inspects the trucks before he sends them 
out, and on their return. They are also inspected by 


the coal company before they are sent on the return 
journey; and by the railway companies (both the 
Midland and the defendants) at certain points on their own 
lines, and put aside for repairs if they are found defective, 
all repairs being at the owner’s expense. The carriage of 
the coal is paid by the coal company. These being the 
—— under which the coal is conveyed ig Bor 
a 


defi ts, are they liable for the consequences of a latent 
defect in the axle of one of the trucks, which could not have 
been discovered by them at any time upon previous inspec- 
tion?  Ascarriers of passengers, they would not have been 
liable for such a latent defect, according to the opinion of 
the majority of the Court in Readhead v. Midland Railway 
Company, 16 W. R. 831, 36 L. J. Q. B. 181. But here they 
are carriers of goods, and their liability seems to me to depend 
upon whether, under these peculiar arrangements, the 
defendants are “common carriers” of coals. If they are, 
then, being insurers of the coals, they are liable for all 
accidents happening to it, unless caused by the act of God or 
the Queen’s enemies, and therefore liable for this. Nor 
could they, in such case, exempt themselves from part of 
their ordinary liability as common carriers by a general 
notice having for its object the exemption of themselves from 
responsibility for the sufficiency of the trucks, in which 
they carry (Lyon v. Wells, 5 East. 428). But if they are 
not common carriers, I think their liability, at the most, 
cannot be greater than that of carriers of passengers, 
and that they would not be liable for such an 
accident as this, but only for want of due care 
and diligence in the conveyance of the coal. . .. . 
All that they hold themselves out as prepared to do for the 
Public at large is, as it seems to me, to provide locomotive 
power forthe coal trains of other parties using their line. 
t they have the right to do no more than this, and to 
e,if they choose, tobe common carriersof any particular 

of goods, although they are common carriers of others, 

Was decided in Johnson v. Midland Railway Company, 4 Exch. 
367. Iam not prepared to say that, where a person publicly 
elf out as a common carrier of goods—that is, as 

ready and bound to carry all goods brought to him for that 
Purpose, without distinction of persons or charges, upon pay- 
ment of the proper hire, the fact that upon some occasions 
@took charge of the goods in a vehicle not provided by 
him, but by the consignor or consignee, would of itself 
®xempt him, on those occasions, from his ordinary liability 
8 @ common carrier, for the sufficiency of the vehicle. 
That would probably depend on whether there was or was 
Rot an express agreement, onthe particular occasion, between 
fand the party employing him. But where, upon the 





facts, the question is whether he has held himself out at all 
as a common carrier, the fact that the vehicle is, almost 
always, provided by the consignor or consignee, raises a 
strong presumption to the contrary ; still more so when it is 
not loaded by the party conveying the goods, nor inspected 
by him until it reaches him ready for conveyance. And 
when, in addition, it is found that the party conveying the 
goods has a distinct statutory power to convey goods in 
vehicles provided by the consignor or consignee, concurrent 
with and distinct from the power to carry in his own, the 
presumption becomes, in my opinion, irresistible. And that 
is the case here. The company, in effect, say to the poate, 
“We will not be commun carriers of coal at all; but we 
will be special carriers of it, in particular cases, if we can 
agree as to terms; and we will supply locomotive engines 
for your coal trains at a fixed charge.” In either case their 
liability is only that of ordinary bailees for hire. They are 
liable for any accidents arising to the train which are caused 
by the negligence of themselves or their servants in the 
management of it, or in the construction or superintendence 
of the line, and the arrangement of the traffic upon it; in- 
cluding, I consider, an accident arising from a defect in any 
of the carriages, though provided by other parties, which 
could have been discovered by the company upon inspection 
at one of the usuals points on their line, before the accident 
happened. But the accident in this case, as I find upon the 
evidence, did not arise from any such negligence an the part 
of the company ; and my judgment must, therefore, be for 
the defendants. 


EXETER. 
(Before SERJEANT PeTERSDORFF, Judge). 
July 7.—Gidley and Another v. Smith. 

Land was let by auction under conditions which provided 
that the lease should be prepared by the lessors’ solicitor at the 
expense of the lessee. These conditions were duly signed by the 
defendant, who was the lessee, and a lease was prepared accord- 
ingly. 

Held, that wpon the above facts the lessors’ attorney was 
not entitled to recover from the lessee the costs of preparing the 
lease. 

This was an action in which the plaintifts, a firm of soli- 
citors in Exeter, sought to recover the sum of £9 5s. 6d., 
for professional services rendered to the defendant. 

Mr. Gidley appeared for the plaintiffs; Mr. Floud was 
for the defendant. 

The facts of the case were very simple. A few months 
ago the feoffees of the parish lands of Saint Sidwell, Exeter, 
caused an auction to be held for the purpose of letting cer- 
tain lands. The conditions of letting contained a clause 
providing that the lease should be prepared by the lessors’ 
solicitor at the expense of the lessee. At the auction the 
defendant became the lessee. He signed the conditions, 
which were now produced, duly stamped. The plaintiffs, 
who were the lessors’ solicitors, prepared the lease accord- 
ingly. The delivery of a signed bill one month before the 
commencement of the action was admitted. It was not 
stated whether the lease had ever been executed. 

Mr. Floud objected that on the facts above stated the 

laintiffs had no right to recover. There was no priority 
etween them and the defendant. He cited Grissell v. 
Robinson, 3 Bing. N. C. 10. 

Serjeant PETERsDeRFF inquired whether the plaintiffs 
— offer any evidence to alter in any way the facts above 
stated ? 

Mr. Gidley said that he was not prepared to do this. He 
submitted, hewever, that, according to the well-known cus- 
tom in such cases, the lease was always paid for by the 
lessee, and that he was therefore entitled to recover on the 
implied contract raised by the custom. 

Serjeant Prrersporrr said that plaintiff must be 
non-suited. He had himself endeavoured unsuccessfully to 
urge the argument as to custom in Grissel/ v. Robinson. The 
right course for the plaintiffs to pursue would be to obtain 
payment from their own clients (the lessors), who could 
then recover back the amount paid in an action in their 
own names against the defendant. 

Plaintiffs nonsuited, 





Buioomssury. 
(Before G. Lake Russext, Esq., Judge.) 
“ July 21.—Grunbaum v. Stephens. 
This was an action for goods sold and delivered, set down 
for hearing on August 5th, 
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Stephenson, for the defendant, now applied for leave to 
examine a witness de bene esse. ‘The plaintiff had been served 
on July 19th with a notice that such an application would 
be made. 

Mr. Dodd, for the plaintiff, however, objected to the 
notice as informal. 

Mr. Russet, on referring to rule 8 (County Court Rules 
of 1867, p. 52), held that the application should have been 
for an order to appoint an examiner. 

Stephenson contended that the application was virtually 
of this kind, the notice merely intimating in addition that 
the defendant desired that the order might be for an ‘mme- 
diate examination ; but 

Mr. Rvssetu held that, however urgent the case might be, 
he could not depart from the ordinary practice of the Court, 
and he further intimated that, in his opinion, he did not 
possess any equitable jurisdiction at all analogous to the 
auxiliary jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery. 














GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Mr. Commissioner Kerr anp Composition Deeps. 

Sin,—We feel obliged by your notice of this matter in 
your issue of the 18th inst., but, in justice to ourselves, we 
must request the favour of your inserting this note to 
explain a sentence occurring in our former letter which has 
caused some misapprehension. The phrase referred to is, 
“We replied we must rely upon the protection granted by 
the Bankruptcy Court.”” By this we meant, and the Com- 
missioner understood us to mean, that if the bailiff camo in 
ler his judgment we should fall back upon the protection 
w- sl answer to any execution, either against the debtor's 
pruperty or person. 

We never for one moment intended to say that the pro- 
tection was either an answer to the action or evidence of the 
requirements of the statute being complied with. 

You will notice that we made the remark after judgment 
had been pronounced against us. May & Son. 

14, Golden-square, St. James’s, W. 

23rd July, 1868. 





Inaccuractgs or Propate Court Orrice Corts. 
Sin.—Allew me to endorse the complaint by yonr corres- 
pondent “J. A.” of the slovenly inaccuracy of Probate 
Court Office Copies. I cannot understand how documents 
in such a state can be allowed to emanate from any Court. 
Ce ee 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. C, Sieicu and Mr. Sarcoop have been sworn in 
as serjeants-at-law. 

Mr. Ricnarp LzeyincEe Swirt, now consul at Barcelona, 
in Spain, has been appointed Her Majesty’s consul at 


Brest. Mr. Swift was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple, in November, 1844, and practised for some years 
at the Chancery and Parliamentary bars. In October, 
1855, he was appointed consul in the island of St. Thomas, 
and has served as consul at Buffalo (U.S8.), Riga, Oporto, 
and Barcelona. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

July 17.—The Bankruptcy Bill—The Lord Chancellor's 
amendments were agreed to without discussion, and the bill 
ordered to be reported. 

The Revenue Officers’ Disabilities Removal Bill was read a 
third time and passed. 

The Larceny and Embezzlement Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Contagious Diseases Act (1866) Amendment Bill passed 
through committec. 

The Assignees of Murine Policies Bill, the Divorces and 
Matrimonial Causes Court Bill, the District Church Tithes Act 
Amendment Bill, and the Endorsing of Warrants Bill were 
read a third time and passed. 

The Sanitary Act (1866) Amendinent Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Bribery Bill—Committec. Clause 46. (Penalty for 
employing a corrupt agent.) 
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; July 20.—The Ecclesiastical Commissioners Bill and th 
Contagious Diseases (1866) Act Amendment Bill. were read ; 
third time and passed. : 


July 21.—The Sanitary Act (1866) Amendment Bill, the 


Courts of Chancery and Exchequer Fee Funds (Ireland) Bill, ang 
the Tithe Commutation, §c., Acts Amendment Bill, passed 
through committee. : 


July 23.—The Railway Companics (Ireland) Advances Bill, 
the Courts of Chancery and Exchequer (Ireland) Fee Funds Bill, 
and the Tithe Comimutation, &c., Acts Amendment Bill, were 
read a third time and passed. 

The Colonial Shipping Bill passed through committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS 

July 17.—The Bribery Bill—Committee. 

Clause 46 (penalty for employing a corrupt agent). An 
amendment by Lord Amberley, incapacitating the candidate 
from sitting in Parliament for three years, was rejected by 
116 to 48. 

Clause 47 (disqualifications to be inflicted on bribers 
other than candidates) was amended on the motion of the 
Solicitor-General, by restricting these penalties to persons 
who after notice of the charge had had the opportunity of 
being heard. 

On clause 48 (remedy against returning officer omitti 
to return any person duly elected), an amendment by Mr, 
Goldsmid, adding a penalty of £500, was negatived without 
a division. 

Clauses 49—53 were agreed to. 

Clause 54 (repeal) was amended by restricting its opera: 
tion to England and Wales. 

This being the last clause, the postponed and new clauses 
were then taken. 

Clause 2 (Act not to apply to Ireland and Scotland) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. Disracli's new clause, providing for the remuneration 
of judges was, by a majority of 123 to 96, amended by 
striking out the £500 a year extra salary. 

On the motion of the Solicitor-General, a clause was added 


to the bill after clause 2, giving a definition of the new 


court and prescribing its jurisdiction, and clauses after clause 
47, providing that the report of the judge on the trial of an 
election petition shall be deemed to be substituted for the de- 
claration of an clection committee and for the appointment of 
commissions of inquiry. 

The following clauses were also added to the bill :— 

“Any person who at the time of the passing of this Act 
was entitled to practise as agent according to the principles, 
practice, and rules of the House of Commons, in cases of elee- 
tion petitions and matters relating to election of members of 
the House of Commons, shall be entitled to practise as an at- 
torney or agent in cases of election petitions, and all matters 
relating to elections before the Court and Judges prescribed 
by this Act; provided that every such person so practising 
as aforesaid shall in respect of such practice, and everything 
relating thereto, be subject to the jurisdiction and orders of 
the Court as if he were an attorney of the said court; and, 
further, provided that no such person shall practise as afore- 
said until his name shall have been entered of a roll to be 
made and kept, and which is hereby authorized to be made 
and kept, by the prescribed officer in the prescribed manner.” 

A clause declaring that the Act should be in force for 
three years from the passing, and till the end of the then 
session. 

A clause by Mr. Griffith, rendering it bribery to pay such 
trayelling expenses as are now illegal, was rejected without 
a division. 

Progress was then reported. : 

The Colonial Shipping Bill and Admiralty Suits Bill 
passed through committee. 

The Expiring Laws Continuance Bill was read a second 
time. 

July 19.—The Bribery Bill Committce (New Clauses).— 
A clause by Sir IF’, Goldsmid, that votes given to candi 
guilty of bribery should be thrown away, was rej 
79 to 48. 

A clause by Mr. Faweett, charging returning officers 
lawful expenses on the rates was agreed to. A clause by Mr. 
Clay, prescribing a form of declaration to be subscribed by 
members. was negatived by 80 to 45., 

The Probate of Wills on Ireland Bill was withdrawn. 


July 20.—The Irish Registration Bill passed through come | 


mittee. 
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: July 21.—The Electric Telegraphs Purchase Bill passed 
through committee. 
‘The Sale of Poisons and Pharmacy Act Amendment Bill 
was read a third time and passed. 


July 22.—The Oxford and Cambridge Universities Bill was 
withdrawn. 

The Bribery Bill—Committee. A clause by Mr. Labou- 
chere making the payment of expenses for conveying voters 
to the poll in counties and the boroughs of East Retford, 
Shoreham, Cricklade, Much Wenlock, and Aylesbury illegal 
was nogatived by 124 to 82. 

A clause by Sir T. Lloyd making it illegal to use rooms at 
public houses for election purposes was negatived by 130 to 


0. 
, Aclause by Mr. Mill, against employing paid canvassers, 
was rejected by 116 to 86. 


July 22.—Mr. Ayrton moved a clause to the effect that 
the Speaker should from time to time appoint such number 
of attorneys of the Court of Common Pleas as he might 
jndge necessary to the office of attorney of the House of 
Commons ; and that at any time between the presentation 
of the petition and judgment being pronounced, the attorney 
of the House of Commons should inquire into the eircum- 
stances connected with tke election, and if he should have 
yeason to suspect that any of the parties presenting or 
opposing the petition were acting in collusion for the pur- 

of not prosecuting the petition with effect, or obtaining 
adecision thereon contrary to the justice of the: case, he 
might by leave of the Court intervene in the case b 
petition, alleging such matters as he might thin 
necessary, and retain counsel and subpoena witnesses to 
prove the same ; the expense of the attorney of the House 
of Commons to be paid out of the fees received by the 
House. 

The Solicitor-General said, the only objection he had to 
the clause now proposed was that the petitioners and the 
respondents would be frequently put to great and needless 
expense in the event of the attorney of the House-of Commons 
intervening between them. On the whole, he thought it 
would be better to try the bill as it stood, for if experience 
showed it did not work well, a short bill could be easily 
passed to amend it in a way similar to that now suggested. 

Mr. Mill said the only fault of his hon. friend’s proposal 
was that it did not go far enough, for, in his opinion, a public 
prosecutor ought to be appointed to inquire, not into com- 
promises only, but into all matters connected with corrupt 
practices. ‘The proposed clause, howevcr, was a good one as 
far as it went, and he should therefore give it his support. 

Mr. Hughes a’so supported the clause. 

The clause was negatived by 110 to 102. 


July 22.—A clause by Mr. Bonham Carter, providing a 
declaration to be made by returning officers, was negatived 
without a division. 

A clause by Mr. Powell, that on the presentation of the 
petition the prescribed officer should send a copy thereof 
to the returning officer, who should forthwith publish the 
same in the county or borough to which the petition re- 
lated, was agreed to. 

Mr. Mil moved a clause providing that the expenses of 
all trials or inquiries held under the present Dill, except 
such expenses as were already provided for and except such 
part as the Court or judge shall impose by way of penalty 
upon either the petitioner or respondent, shall be paid out 
of the local rates; and that the account of such expenses 
should be made, allowed, and paid in the manner provided 
in the bill, unless the Court or judge shall certify that there 
Was reason to believe that corrupt practices did not gene- 
rally or extensively prevail in the constituency, in which 
case the said expenses should be charged upon the Consoli- 

Fund. Negatived by 146 to 49. 
, Mr. Schreiber moved a clause postponing municipal clec- 
tions for one month. Negatived by 100 to 75. 
The Sale of Liquors on Sunday Bill was withdrawn. 


July 23.—The Electric Telegraphs Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 
The Bribery Bill—Committee. 
ur, Ayrton moved a clause enabling the judge to reserve 
ae at law and take the opinion of the full Court before 
ding ; a second part of the clause gave a right, in cer- 


tain eases, of moving for a new trial. The Solicitor-General 
dbjected to the second part, it being necessary that thy de- 








cisions should be speedy and final. The second part of 
the clause was then withdrawn, and the first part agreed to. 

A clause by Mr. Neate, ing a “corrupt practice” of 
the inducing persons to disturb meetings attended by candi- 
dates, was negatived without a division. 

A clause by Mr. Neate, providing that the Attorney- 
General should wie against persons reported by the 
judge as guilty of bribery, was negatived. 

An amendment by Mr. J. Lowther, providing that any 
canvasser or agent who had been convicted by a competent 
tribunal of corrupt practices should, in the event of his pro- 
curing an engagement in a like capacity at any future elec- 
tion, be held to be guilty of a misdemeanour, and be punish- 
able accordingly, was negatived by 108 to 92. 

Mr. Beaumont moved that “Every candidate who shall 
not have polled one-fifth of the total number of electors 
voting at any election for a county or a borough shall be 
liable (in the same way as if this Act had not passed) 
for his share of the expenses lawfully incurred by the re- 
turning officers for the provision of hustings, poll clerks, 
polling-booths or rooms, and any other requisites for the 
conduct of the election.”. Negatived by 119 to 110. 

A clause by Lord Milton was carried, to the effect that 
when a county is divided into two or more parts of Parlia- 
mentary representation, the expenses shall be defrayed out 
of the county rate of the part where the election was held. 

On the motion of the Solicitor-General, clause 53 
(returning officers’ expenses to be paid, in counties out of 
rates, and in boroughs us ,.ovided in 6 Vict. c. 18, s. 55) 
was struck out, by 115 to 97. 

The bill having passed through committee, the third 
reading was fixed for July 24. 

The District Church. Tithes Act Amendment Bill was read 
a second time. 





REPORT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE OF THE 
HOUSE OF COMMONS ON JURIES. 


The Select Committee on the summoning, attendance, 
and remuneration of special and common juries have pre- 
sented the following recommendations :— 

1. That the jury lists ought to be prepared with greater 
care, and to contain the names of many persons who 
are now either legally, or through negligence, omitted ; and 
in order to insure these objects the Committee recommend 
—That the overseers should be paid for their expenses in 
the preparation of the lists ; that the lists should be revised 
by the guardians of the poor before being sent to the justices ; 
that the overseers should be liable to a penalty for negli- 
gence in the preparation of the lists as well as for wi 
misconduct ; and that the present exemptions from serving 
on juries should be carefully considered; that many of 
them ought to be abolished, and those retained should be 
defined and enumerated in some Act to be passed relating to 
the subject. 

2. That the mode of summoning special jurors for the 
trial of causes in London and Middlesex shouid be assimi- 
lated to that provided by the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, for the trial of causes in other parts of England. 

3. That a panel of not less than thirty special jurymen in 
each court should be returned each sittings for Middlesex 
and London for the trial of all special juries, and that 
special jurymen summoned for any one court be liable to 
serve, in case of necessity, in any of the other courts. 

4, That the special jury list should be separately revised 
by the guardians of the poor, and that much more care 
should be bestowed than at present, in order to include 
therein persons qualified for special jurymen;and that 
persons duly qualified by education and property, as well as 
esquires, bankers, and merchants, ought to be placed or 
the special jury list. 

5. That the practice of relieving persons liable to serve as 
grand jurymen from the duty of serving as common or spe- 
cial jurymen ought to be abolished ; and that their services 
as grand jurymen ought only to count as service as jurymen. 

6. That the names be taken by rotation from the jury list, 
and that no one be called upon te serve a second time until 
the whole list be fairly and fully exhausted. 

7. That a notice of not less than four days be given 
to every juryman summoned to attend the sittings of the 
Courts. 

8. That nojuryman be summoned, as now frequently hap- 
pens, to servein more than one court on the same day, 

9. That the ordinary attendayce of jurymen ought not to 
exceed one we¢k at a time, 
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10. That the remuneration of special and common jurymen 
be made “per diem,” and not by cause, and that such remu- 
neration be at the rate of one guinea a day for special, and 
10s, a day for common jurymen. 

11. That better accommodation than at present exists in 
most courts of justice ought tv be provided for jury- 
men. 

The Committee add that during their investigation other 
subjects connected with the jury laws have come under 
their cognizance ; hut, believing that they were not strictly 
within the terms of reference, the Committee forbear from mak- 
ing any special recommendation on these points; they believe, 
however, that such particulars are well worthy the future 
attention of Parliament, e. g., the power of having a special 
jury in criminal cases, the reduction of the present number 
of the jury, and the expediency of making such alteration in 
the qualifications of jurymen as may best insure the selection 
of educated and intelligent men to perform duties so onerous 
and so responsible. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION, 

The following are the special questions for discussion at 
the Annual Congress of the Association to be held in 
Birmingham, on the 30th of September next:— 

I.—JURISPRUDENCE DEPARTMENT.—Section .4., Interna- 
tional Law.—1. Ought private property at sea to be ex- 
empt from capture during war ? 

2. Under what circumstances ought change of nationality 
to be authorised ? 

Section B., Municipal Law.—1. Is it desirable to re-organise 
our courts, superior and local, and if so, on what system ? 

2. What amendments are required in the existing law of 
bankruptcy ? . 

3. Is it desirable to amend the present law, -which gives 
the personal property and earnings of a wife to her hus- 
band ? 

Section C., Repression of Crime.—1. What are the best 
means for the suppression of vagrancy ? 

2. Ought the principles of the reformatory system, includ- 
ing voluntary managements, to be extended to adults ? 

3. What are the principal causes of crime, considered from 
a social point of view ? 

II, EpvvaTioN DEPARTMENT.—1, Is it expedient to 
make primary education compulsory, and if so, on what 
conditions ? 

2. In what form and by what means can instruction in 
science and art be provided so as to promote the improve- 
ment of our manufactures ? 

3. What measures are required for the further improve- 
ment of the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge. 

I1I.—Heattu DEPARTMENT.—1. Can the public hospitals 
and dispensaries of this country be so administered with re- 
gard to the system of giving advice gratis as to conduce more 
to the welfare of the community ? 

2. What ought to be the functions and authority of 
medical officers of health ? 

3. What is the relation of the water supply in large towns 
to the health of the inhabitants ? 

IV.—Economy AnD TRADE DerarRTMENT.—1. Is it desir- 
os to have an international coinage, and if so, in what 

orm 3 

2. In what manner can arbitration and conciliation be 
best applied in the settlement of disputes between employers 
and employed ? 

3. To what classes, and on what conditions, should out- 
door relief be administered ? 

4, What are the social results of the employment of girls 
and women in manufactories and workshops. 

Voluntary papers on other subjects will also be taken. 





Vice-Chancellor Stuart has been litigating in the House of 
Lords his claim to the exclusive right of salmon fishing in the 
r.ver Balgy, in Rossshire. In 1862 the Vice-Chancellor bought 
the Balgy estate, which lies on one bank of the Balgy river. 
fron Lord Conyers’ Trustees. The Torridon estate, owned by 
Colonel M‘Barnett, lies on the opposite side of the water. After 
his purchase Sir John Stuart claimed the fishery on both banks. 
Colonel M‘Barnett disputed the claim, and obtained from the 
sheriff an interdict to prevent his (Sir J. Stuart’s) servants from 
trespassing on the Lorridon side. Lhe Lord Crdizary on appeal 





confirmed this interdict. . The Vice-Chancellor then raised 
action of declaration against Colonel M‘Barnett, claiming 
fishing on both sides. The Court of Session held him entit 
only to the fishing on his own side; and on appeal to the 
of a , their Lordships affirmed this decision without costs, | 
A MastTeEr’s RIGHT TO ORDER A SERVANT TO GO TO Bgp,— 
A si case came before the county court judge at Guild. 
ford (Mr. Stonor) on Thursday. Elizabeth tly v. Tames 
White was a claim of 18s. 6d. in lieu of notice. The defen. 
dant is the landlord of the Talbot Inn, at Ripley. The 
laintiff said she was in the service of defendant, who had 
ismissed her without giving her any notice. The cause of he 
dismissal was that the defendant came down into the ki 
one night and told her to go to bed at a quarter to ten o'clock, 
She refused to do so, as they never went to bed till half 
ten. On the following morning he threatened to kick 
out of the house if she did not go. The Judge: I 
your master was quite justified in dismissing you. 
your master told you to go to bed it was your duty to do ™, 
and as you did not obey his reasonable commands, ho wy 
uite justified in dismissing you, I shall find a verdict for 
efendant.— West Sussex Gazette. [Sed gu.—Ed. 8. J.] 
Courts oF ConcILIATION.—At a special meeting of the Man. 
chester Chamber of Commerce held on Wednesday the request 
of two deputations recently made to them respecting the estab. 
lishment of courts of conciliation were considered, and a resolu. 
tion adopted thereon. The Chamber say,— That the Chamber 
having considered the a of the Manchesterand Salford 
Trades’ Council and of the Free Labour Registration Society, 
uesting the Chamber to assist in the formation of a court of 
arbitration in cases of trade disputes, desires to ress its 
readiness to comply with their wishes. At the same time, the 
Board desires to state that the Chamber cannot recognise or _ 
approve interests apart from the general good, and wishes to 
guard itself against any expression of approval of rules and 
regulations formed solely to promote sectional interests, and 
hinder the free exercise of skill and industry among the work 
ing classes.””— Times. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quotation, July 24, 1868, 
(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 943 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Aug. 94} Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 943 Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 16 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 94f Ditto, £500, Do 16 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, 16 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 Ct. (last half-year) 215} 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
India Stk., 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, 215 Ind. Enf, Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 104 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, '79 110} 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 80 1154 Ditto Debentures, per Cent, 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — " 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 104 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug, '73 10} © 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 25pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 914| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 25pm 


































RAILWAY STOCK, 
































































































Shres. Railways. | Paid, |Closing Price 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter .....ccsoreccsseseresserveess| 100 84 
Stock | Caledonian 100 75 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ..,....c0000008) 100 97 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ........05 3 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 74 
Stock | Great Northern .ssssccsoscsrsessceeeserereeees 100 102 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 934 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 100 97 
Stock | Great Western— Original ......., serecersevese! 100 50, 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxfor +} 100 31 
Stock Do.,do.—Newport .....06 os se} 100 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ,.,........0 sevee! 100 130 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South “oast......| 100 54 
Stock | Lor don, Chatham, and Dover,.........0+/ 100 204 
Stock ; London and North-Western........ . 116 
Stock | Lyndon and South-Western .......ccccere 92 
Stock | Manchester,Shetteld, and Lincoln......... ‘st 
Stock | Metr poli 13x bd 
Stock | Midland .., 105x 0 
Stock | Do., Birmingham and Derby .......s00«| 100 1% 
Stock | North British 100 34 
Stock |} North London : 100 119 

10 10., 1866 i 
Stock | North Staffordshire...........esc0ceessssessseees] 100 57 
Stock | south Devon ...... 100 45 
Stock | South-E: n es 100 16} 
Stock | ‘Taff Vale...... 100 144 
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Monzy MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


© The funds commenced this week with a decline and much 


heaviness. On Monday there were symptoms of a rally, 


which proved, however, shortlived. Ultimately they assumed 


tly a firmer tone. Foreign securities similarly 
were dull at the commencement, and are now more active. 
Railway stocks have this week been far more in request than 
has been usual of late, the Brighton Company leading the 
way; the South-Eastern have also im ano fg 
Oc, Wednesday the Lord Chancellor dismissed with costs the 
appeal against the decision of Vice-Chancellor Wood in Ross 
v. The Estates Investment Company. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
July 14.—By Messrs. Beapst. 

Leasehold, 3 residences, Nos. 9, 11, and 13, Oxford-road, Kilburn, let at 
£65 and £60 each per annum ; term, 96} years from 1861, at £11 10s, 
each per annum —Seld for £530 to £580 each. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, Nos. 15 & 25, Oxford-read, let at £55 each per 
annum; term, 963 years from 1862, at £22 per annum—Sold for 


£1,070, 
; July 15.—By Mr, A. Boorn. 

Leasehold residence, No. 237, Camden-road, annual value £110 ; term, 
784 years unexpired, at £15 per annum—Sold for £1,230. 

By Messrs. CHinnock, Gatswortay, & CuINNocK. 

Absolute reversion to £10,000 New 3 per cents., on decease of a lady 
aged 61 years—Sold for £4,360. 

Absolute reversion to £6,666 13s, 4d. New 3 per cents,, on decease of a 
lady aged 53 years—Sold for £2,350. 

Absolute re ion to £6,666 13s, 4d. New 3 per cents., on decease of a 
lady aged 32 years—Sold for £1,460. 

Absolute reversion to £3,333 6s. 8d. New 8 per cents., on decease of a 

n aged 54 years—Sold for £1,250. 
Absolute reversion to £5,000 New 2 per cents., on decease of a lady 
51 years—Sold for £1,700. 

Absolute reversion to £2,666 13s, 4c. New 3 per cents., on decease of a 
lady aged 83 years—Sold for £1,800. ° 

Absolute reversion to £2,666 13s. 4d. New 3 per cents., on decease of a 
lady aged 77 years—Sold for £1,710. 

Absolute reversion to £1,666 13s. 4d. New 3 per cents., on decease of a 
gentleman aged 43 years—Sold for £480. 

Absolute reversion to £833 6s, 8d. New 3 per cents.,on decease of a 
gontleman aged 75 years—Sold for £570. 

Absolute reversion to £3,333 6s. 8d. New 3 per cents., on decease of a 
lady aged £57 years—Sold for £1,270. 

Copyhold farm, known as Bricklands, West Hoathly, Sussex, comprising 
farmhouse, buildings, and 47a Ir of arable, pasture, and wood land— 
Sold for £650. 

Freehold farm, known as Grovelands, situate as above, comprising 
farmhouse, buildings, and 38a Or 10p of arable, pasture, and wood 
lands—Sold for £850. 

Freehold, 7a 3r 39p of arable, hop, and pasture land, known as Newlands, 
situate as above - Sold for £300. 

Freehold farm, known as Whitestone, situate as above, comprising farm- 
house, buildings, and 28a Or 5p of arable, pasture, meadow, and wood 

_land—Sold for £600. 

Freehold, Hammingdon Farm, situate as above, comprising farmhouse, 

ane, and 55a Sr 37p of arable, pasture, and wood land—Sold for 


Freeheld, Brookhouse Farm, situate as above, and comprising farmhouse, 
buildings, and 100a Or 30p of arable, pasture, meadow, and wood land 
—Sold tor £1,630, 

Freehold, Hickpols Farm, Ardingley, Sussex, comprising farmhouse, 
piaiogs, and 83a Ir 8p of arable, pasture and wood land—Sold for 

1900, 
July 2@.— By Messrs. BLake, Son, & Happock. 

Freehold mansion, with pleasure grounds, also a cottage residence, with 
eg yard, cottage buildings, and 12a 2r 30p of land, situate at 
West Wickham, Kent— Sold for £8,256. 

Frechold, '2a Or 30p of meadow land, situate as above, with lodge entrance 

_ —Sold for £3,200. 

Freehold, 25a 2r 2p of meadow land, with cottage and buildings, situate 
us above—Sold fer £5,500. 

ne, 16a Or }p of land, with 2 cottages, situate as above—Sold for 

650. 


} By Mr. R, W. Friis. 

teehold estate, known as Tilburston Hall, Tilburston-hill, Godstone, 
Surrey, comprising mansion, with stabling, buildings, pleasure 
— orchard, and meadow land, containing 8} acres—Sold for 


Freehold plot of land, fronting Sutton-grove, Sutton—Sold for £150. 
5 July 21.—By Messrs. Driver & Co. 
veehold estate, known as Bradstone Brook, Shalford, near Guildford, 
Surrey, comprising a residence, with Stabling, buildings, cottages, and 
park, containing 43a Ir 33p—Suld for £9,000. 
ehold cottage and meadow, 1a Or 16p, situate as above—Sold for 


geropeer stabling, buildings, and land, 8a Ir 3$p, situate as above 
Fredhold, 4a Or 38p of arable and grass land, situate as above—Sold for 


’ . 
Freehold, 4a 2r 27p of arable land, situate as above—Sold for £300. 
Freeh y Messrs. FanesroTuHer, CLarxe, & Co. 
old cottage and garden, situate in the parish of Hemel Hempstead, 
Pcie let at £14 per annum— Sold for £300. 
Teehold, 8a 3r 16p of arable land, situate as above—Sold for £500. 
» 7a Or 2ip of arable land, situate as above—Sold for £405. 
By Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, & Famer. 
Prmahot id residence, with pleasure garden and paddock, containing 2a 
22p, . eed a < =e eg a ag for Lok , 
Freehold op, No. 2 olywell-lane, Shoreditch, annua 
Value £50—Sold for £405. ae : . 





Freehold estate, known as Upper Grove, Dedham, ex, comprising 
residence, stabling, buildings, and 230a Or 3793p of land—Sold for 


£7,100. 

Freehold, 18a 1r 25p of meadow land, known as ‘Great and Little Rays, 
Dedham—Sold for £1,525. 

Freehold 18a lr 9p of land, known as Post Piece and Water-lane Piece, 
Martlesham, Suffolk—Sold for £780. 

Freehold, 15a Or 16p of land, known as the Abbey Meadows, Walton, 
Suffolk—Sold for £920. 

The rectorial or impropriate tithe rent chargés commuted at £00 4s. 2d. 
arising from 364a Ir Op of land, siti in the parishesof Walton, 
Felixstone, and Trimly, St. Mary, Suffolk—Sold for £980. 

uly 17.—By Messrs. FarEsRoTse®, Lte, & WHSELER. 

Freehold Post Windmill and la 3r 28p of meadow land in the village of 
Stone, Bucks—Sold for £600. 

Freehold, 0a 2r 7p of land with barn, situate as above—Sold for £100. 

Freehold, 0a 3r 8p of pasture land, situate as above—Sold for £130, 

Freehold, 3a Ir 37p of pasture land, situate as above—Sold fo r £140. 

By Messrs. Cons. 

ae PR 19a Or 82p ef pasture land in the parish of Wye, Kent—Sold 

or £1,930. 

Freehold property, known as the Withersdane Estate, Wye, Kent, com- 
prising mansion, gardens, stabling, buildings, and 144a 3r 36p of land 
—Sold for £15,000. 

— farm-house, and 36a 3r 25p of land, situate as above—Sold for 

400. 

July 22.—By Messrs. Nontow, Trist, WATNEY, & Co. _ 

Cc pyhold property, situate in the Lower-road, Richmond, comprising & 
residence known as St. Mary’s College, with stabling, buildings, 
and grounds containing Ja Or 31p—Sold for £1,900. 

Freehold, 12a Ir 3ip of meadow land, situate in the parish of Nutfield, 
Surrey—Sold for £760. 

Messrs, Epwin Fox & BovsFieLp. 

L hold, 10 t » Nog. 1 to 10, Andover-street, Lrg any 
producing £260 per annum; term, 99 years from 1853, at per 
annum—Sold for £1,435. 








BIRTHS, MABRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
FOSTER—On July 20, at 55, Belgrave-road, S.W., the wife of Edward 
J. Foster, Esq., of a daughter. : 
HOUSMAN—On July 19, at Perry Hall, Bromagrove, the wife of Edward 
Housman, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. é 
LITTLEJOHN—On July 20, at Aberdeen, the wife of David Littlejohn, 
Esq., Advocate, of a daughter. 
TAYLOR-On July 23, at 22, Lloyd-square, the wife of R. S, Taylor, 
Esq., jun., of Gray’s-inn, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES. 
FORDHAM—LAWSON—Ona July 23, at All Soul’s, Langham-place, 
John Hampden Fordham, Esgq., Barrister-at-Law, to Catherine, 
—— of the late Sir Wilfrid Lawson, Bart., of Brayton, Cumber- 


and. 
HANBURY—TOWNLEY—On July 21, at Downham Market, Norfolk, 
F. A. Hanbury, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’ssinn, to 
ec daughter of William Townley, Esq., late of Downham 


arket. 

UPTON—MITCALFE—O0n July 21, at St. Stephen’s Church, Lewisham, 
Kent, James Richard Upton, Esq., of 50, St. George’s-square, aud 20, 
Austinfriars, to Constance, daughter of the late William Mitcalfe, 
Esq., of Tynemouth House, Northumberland. 

WYLSON—WIENKE—On July 22, at the Parish Church of Dufton, 
Westmorland, Wm. Wyison, Esq., Solicitor, of Appleby, to Clara 
Louise, daughter of Christian Frederick Wienke, Esq:, Quarter- 
master-General of Cologne, Prussia. 


DEATHS. 
GARDINER—On July 18, at Brighton, John Gardiner, Esq., Barrister. 
at-Law, of 39, Norland-square, London. 
SCOTT—On July 17, at Hornsey, the only child of John Scott, Esq. 
Barrister-at-Law, aged six months. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


*Mitnding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Farpay, July 17, 1868, 
: LimItED IN CSANCERY, 

Baglan Hall Collieries Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, 
by an order dated July 3, appointed Frederick Whinney, 8, Old 
Jewry-chambers, :to be the official liquidator. Creditors are required, 
on or before Sept 1, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims,tothe above. Monday, Nov 2, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Discount Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has fixed July 27, 
at 2, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

Library Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, by an order 
dated July 4, ordered that the voluntary winding up of the above com- 
pany be continued; and James Cooper was appointed liquidator. 
Pead, Gt George-st, Westminster, solicitor for the peti-tioner. 

Thames Patent Wood Cutting Company (Limited).—The Master of the 
Rolls has, by an order dated July 11, ordered that the above company 

be wound up. Tatham and Son, Old Broad-st, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCEBY. 

Commercial Bank of Inijia.—Petition for winding up, presented July 13, 
directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on July 25. Cobb 
& Pearson, Finsbury-circus, solicitors for the petitioner. 

STANNARIES OF DEVON, 

Wheal Exmouth Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, presente 1 
July 9, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Prince’s 
Hail, Truro, on Aug 12, Affidavits intended to be used at the hear- 
ing, in opposition to the petition, must ba filed at the Registrar's office 
Truro, on or before Aug 8. Hodge & Co, Truro, petitioner's solicitor 
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Tugspay, July 21, 1868. 
LIMITED IN CHANOERY. 

Scottish Granite Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by 
an order dated July |1, ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Pulbrook, Threadneedle-st, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

West Worthing Waterworks, Baths, and Assembly Rooms Company 
(Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented July 20, directed to be 
heard before Vice-Chancellor Giffard on July 29. Willett, Gray’s- 
inn-sq, solicitor for the petitioner. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

South Essex Estuaryand Reclamation Company.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Aug 20, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to James Boatwright Gibbons, 8, 
Old Jewry. Tuesday, Nov 3, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Friendly Societies Bissolbed. 
Frtpay, July 17, 1868. 
Ppt Bentiy Society, King’s Arms Inn, Burton, Westmoreland 


Junior Friendly Union Benefit Society of Plalterers, Sir Isaac Newton 
Tavern, Union-st, Middlesex Hospital. suly 15. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, July 17, 1868. 
Hatch, Thos, Denmead Farm, Southampton, Yeoman. Aug 20. Hatch 
0 Foster, M. R. 
Johnson, Marianne, Queen’s-rd, St John’s-wood, Spinster. Sept 30. 
Johnson v Gillespie, M. R. 
Mcllwraith, Wm, Belgrave-rd, Pimlico, Builder. Aug 1, Mcllwraith 
v Jewell, V.C. Malins. 
Samler, Richd, - ng yy ~ ee grmpama Shepherd’s-bush, Gent. Oct 1. 
Burges ¢ Samler, V.C, Stuart. 
Van Zeller, Fras Ignatius, st Mary Axe. Oct 28. Samudav Van 
Zeller, V.C. Giffard. 
Tuespay, July 21, 1868. 
Boddy, John Myers, Artillery-pl, Woolwich, Bookseller. Aug 1}. 
Hood v Boddy, V.C. Stuart. 
Clark, John, Temple, Barrister. Oct !. Clark v Clark, M. R. 
Dethick, W: Win, Queen’s-rd, Dalston, Contractor. Oct’ 10. Cattell v 
avies, M. > he 
— ed Chas, Wickham, Hants, Esq. Oct 12. Elwes v Stewart, 


Lal Wm, King’s mieten, Huntingdon, Farmer. Septl. Grunwell 
t Garner, V. C. Giffard 

Wilkinson, Geo, Marlesford, Suffolk, Farmer. Sept 1. Pizzey v Wil- 
kinson, V.C. Malins. 

Williamson, Hugh Henshall, Greenway Bank, Stafford, Coal Master. 
Oct 2. Williamsonv Williamson, V.C. Giffard. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 


Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, July 17, 1868. 

Allinson, John, Helperby, York, Gent. Aug 12. 
Boroughbridge. 

Barker, Wm, Gt Hafton, York, Esq. Sept!. Jagger, New Malton. 

Crowley, Mary, Lavender- hill, Battersea, Widow. Sept 15, Rixon 

Son, Cannon-st. 

Dowson, Joseph, Eastbourne, Sussex, Esq Aug 15. Gorrard & James, 
Suffolk-st, Pall Mall. 

ioe, Mariana, Andover, Southampton, Widow. Aug 7. Los- 
combe. 

Knatchbull, Rey Wyndham, Smeeth, Kent, Rector. Sept 36. Fair- 
foot, & Webb, Clement’s-inn, 

Lawson, Ann, Cresswell, Northumberland, Spinster. Aug 18. Char- 
tres & Youll, Newcastls-upon-Ty ne 

ga rer John Wm, Watford, Hertford, Builder. Sept 29. Pugh, 

atfo 

Sansum, Wm, Waltham Cross, Enfield, Gent. Scpt 30. Robinson & 
Co, Charterhouse«sq. 

Smith, Robt, Richmond. Surrey, Gent. Aug 31. Smith, Richmond, 

Stockley, Sarah, St Stephen, Hertford, Widow. Sept 29. Pugh, Wat- 


Taylor, Richd, Northleach, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Aug 17. Stiles, 
Northleach. 

Taylor, Wm Trevena, Cornwall, Gent. Sept 29. Hawker, Boscastle. 
Woodward, Wm, Wotton-under-Edge, Gloucester, Gent: Oct 21. Adey, 
Wotton<under-Edge. 

Wormald, Eliz, Bramham, York, Widow. Aug 1. Seymours & Blyth, 


York, 
TurspAY, July 21, 1868, 
sox John, Bury Brow, York, Joiner. Sept 1. Moseley; Hudders= 
Ashwood, John Vaughan, Wellington, Salop, Gent. Sept 29. Knowles 


Wellington. 
—- Benj Irlam, Hatfield, Essex, Gent. Aug 11. Taylor, Bishop 


Hirst & Capes, 


—- Sarah, Mottzam, Chester, Widow. Sept 1. Neeham, 
Date, Geo, Augustus, Spring-gardens, Esq. Septl. Aldrage, Mon- 


e-pl- 

Fisher, John, Bradley, York, Grocer. Sept 1. Moseley, Hudderfield. 

Grant, Anna Frances, Novar Lodge, Gloucester. Sept 1. Scudamore, 
Westminster. 

cin, Gee, Huddersfield, Stock Broker. Sept 1. Moseley, Hud- 
ersfie! 

Lockwood, Sihselees, Huddersfield, Clothes Dealer. Sept. Moseley, 
Huddersfield 

Marshall, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Licensed Victuller, Sept !. Moseley, 
Huddersfield. 


Parratt, Hillebrant Meredith, Effingham, Surrey, Lieutenant-Colongl, 
Sept 21. Kempson & Co, Westminster. 
Prall, Thos Wills, Edgware-rd, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Flavell, 
Bedford-row. 
Robinson, Thos, Huddersfield, Plasterer. Sept t. Moseley, Hudderg. 
ld 


eld. 
Scott, Michael Hugh, Bombay, East Indies, Merchant. Dec 1. Clarkg 
& Co, Celeman-st. 
es Jas Hy, Huddersfield, Bookkeeper. Sept 1. Moseley, Hud. 
dersfiel 
Wood, een Mane, , York, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Cronhelm, 
Halifax. 


Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861, 
Fray, July 17, 1868. 

joe, oe Cleveland-st, Fitzroy-sq, Grocer. June 17. Comp, 
Reg 

Ansremartn. Jas, Gloucester-rd, Regent’s-pk, Builder. July 13, Comp, 
Reg July 15. 

Armsden, Bawa, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Car Proprietor. July 4, Comp, 
Reg July 

Aubert, ‘has “Augustus, Regent-st, Watchmaker. July 15. Comp, 
Reg July 14. 

as A Chas Edwd, High Holborn, Ironmonger. June 18. Asst. Reg 

15, 


aly 

Baird, Hy od jun, Spa-rd, Bermondsey, Leather Factor. July 10. Comp, 
Reg July 15. 

Bellamy, Jas, Kingsten-upon-Hull, Licensed Victualler. June 18° Asst, 
Reg July 15. 

= ion. Fredk, Brighton, Sussex, Hosier. July 7. Comp. Reg 

uly | 

Clark, J: as, Union-sq, New North-rd, Artificial Florist. July 1. Comp, 
Reg July 10, 

Comyn, Edwd, Hanwell, Barrister. July8. Comp. Reg July 13: 

Cottle, Jas John Harrington, Prisoner for Debt, London, July 6, 
Comp. Reg July 10. 

tors Myddieton, Brighton, Sussex, Chemist. July 7. Comp. (Reg 


Dixon, Jas Teate, Alston, Cumberland, Tailor, July 4. Asst. Reg 


July 17, 
Duncan, John, Leicester, Draper. July 15. Asst. Reg July 16. 
Ellis, David, Sunderland, Durham, Draper. June 20. Comp. Reg 


































July 17. 
Ellis, “eM Wrexham, Denbigh, Shoemaker. June 16, Comp. Reg 
July 1 






Evans, Benj Abel, Ystrad Rhondda Valley, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
June 24, Asst. Reg July 16: 

Ewens, John Saml, hogan Wharf, Tooley-st, Provision Agent. 
June 19, Comp. Reg July 13 

Eyre, Chas Jas, ie 9 St James’s-rd, Old Kent-rd, Clerk, 











July 8. Comp. Reg July 
Fagg, +s Folkestone, reg Carpenter. June 26 Comp. Reg 
July 1 






Fisher, Thos Wm, cae ose, Artificial Florist. July 10, 
Comp. Reg July 1 

Gage, Hy, Waiefisld, York, Journeyman Coach Trimmer. Jaly Il, 
Comp. Reg July 16. 

Grattan, Oriel Lee, Brower-st, Golden-sq, Dealerin Leather. July 6. 
Comp. Reg July 14. 

Hancox, Edwd, Lewisham, Kent, Ironmonger. July 11. Comp. Reg 
July 16. 

— ey jun, Wincanton, Somerset, Machinist. June 18. Comp, 
Reg July 15. 

Baers. Hy Winnock, Craigs-ct, Architect, June 22. Asst. Reg 
July 17. 


Po John Lodge, Batley, nr Leeds, Chemist. Juno}20. Comp. q 
Halen, Yous Wm, Birm, out of business. July 13. Comp. Reg ; 
ualloway, Jon Fredk Evan, Hove, Sussex, Clerk, June 26. Comp, 
Holloway, Fredk, Balls Pond-rd, House Agent. July 6. Comp’ 
Holt-Richd, Stackport, Chester, Watchmaker. June 24. Comp. 
Howes, Jaco, Leek, Stafford, Grocer. June 19. Comp. 














— Jas, Roman-rd, Old Ford, Oilman. July 13, Comp, 
July 17. 





uly | 

oe Ellen, Chatham, Kent, Draper. June 16. Comp. 

uly 14, 

= a Page-st, Westminster, Clerk. July 13, Comp. 
ly 1 


ay 
Kelland, Edmund, Lpool, Miller. July 16. Asst. Beg July 17. 
Keyes, John Thos, ———e Battersea, out of business. June lh 
omp: Reg July 15 
Kidd, —_ Portwood, Chester, Provision Dealer. July 11, Assh 
Reg July 16. 
King, Job John, Bloomfield-rd, Mile End, Builder. July 11, Comp. Reg 


dag Alfred Alex, Ipswich, Suffolk, General Dealer, Jaly 4 
Comp. Reg July \6 

ee Edwd, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. July 6. Comp. Be 
July 17. 

Leonard, Geo, Belvidere, Kent, Ironmonger. July 6. Comp. Reg 






EREERERE 













uly 1 
Lockerby, John, North-st, Wandsworth, Draper. June 17. Asst. Beg 
uly 
Macpherson, John Sheret, Gacttenhane, Gloucester, Dealer in Glas# 
July 15, Comp. Reg July j 
rt ee Darlington, Darian, Watchmaker. July 7. Comp. Reg 


y 17. 
Mort, Alfred Manks, Birm, Chemist. June 20, Asst. Reg July 1 
Moss, Hy, Tue Brook, Lpool, Baker, July 1. Comp. Reg July 16. 
Moss, Morris, Euston-rd. July 14, Comp. Reg July 16. 
Netherway, oe, + i Ash, Glamorgan, Booumaker. Joly 8 
Comp. Reg July! 















Moseley, Jas, Huddersfield, Builder. Sept 1. Moseley, Huddersfield. 
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By Horse Shoe Yard, Bond-st, Builder. July 9. Comp. 
5. 


cont Ths Thos, Seven Sisters-rd, Builder, July 15. Comp. Reg July 16. 
ao Cefn Brewery, Brecon, Brewer. July 4. Comp. Reg 


July 16. 
Pengelly, ass Looe, Cornwall, Ship Builder. June 25. 


Comp. oo July 1 
Peart, Andrew, Leeds, Grocer. June 22. Asst. Reg July 16. 
, Chas Alex, & — Moss, Old Broad-st, Share Dealers. July 
1. ‘Comp p. Reg July 
Prior, pon Treleayen, f Coal Merchant. June 27, Comp. Reg 
piney. Wm, East Looe, Cornwall, Shoemaker. July 11. Comp. Reg 


16. 
: , Robt Bolton, Birm, Picture Dealer. June 22. Comp. Reg 


‘Saly 16. 
B. 4 ome St James’-rd, Bermondsey, Builder. July 16. Comp. 


Jul 
aa, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. June 24. Comp. Reg 


ae, “Edward, + seg aida Seething-lane, Corn Factor. June 


95, Comp. Reg July 
Stroud, John, Chatloterten. Lambeth, Coal Dealer. July 10. Comp. 


July 
geetoees, I Danl, Edwin, Bristol, Grocer. July 14. Comp. Reg 
July 17. 
wane E ie Sloane-st, Knightsbridge, Milliner. June 20. Asst. 
Reg Ju 


Wallarge, Wm Pollard, Linton-st, Islington, Boot Maker. June 28, 
Comp. Reg June 29. 
Watson, Saml, Chesterfield, Derby, Slater. June 18. Asst. Reg 


July 13. 
Wheely, Hy, Surrey-ter, Lewisham-rd, Clerk. June 22. Comp. Reg 
July 14 


Williams, John, Park-ter, Regent’s-pk, Fishmonger. July 6. Comp. 


July 
wins, Jo Fan-st, Goswell-rd, Currier: June 18. Comp. Reg 


duly 15. 
Win, Fanny, Scampton, Lincoln Farmer. June 18, Asst. Reg 


July 14. 
ton, Edwd, North-end, Fulham, Cab Proprietor. June 28. Comp. 


Reg July 15. 
Tuespay, July 21, 1868. 
coop hag Pontefract, York, Boot Manufacturer. July 8. Comp. 
Reg Jw 


Ailday, Thos. &Richd Wm a St Georges-p], Blrm, Haberdashers. 
June 26. Comp. Reg July 20. 
a Mansell-st, Winttechapel, Glazier. July 20. Comp. 
uly 21 


g July 2 
Appleby, Danl Percivell, Barnard Castle, Durham, Contractor. July 9. 


Comp. Reg July 20. 
_ Thos Weston, Bath, Coach Builder. July 1. Asst. Reg 


Bally i Ezra, Bedford-row, Agent. July 17. Comp. Reg July 21. 
Balsdon, Wm, Bristol,Comm Agent. June 24. Comp. Reg July 18, 
th sami Isaac, High-st, Denmark-hill, Oilman. July 11, Comp. 
uly 18 
Beament, Ry, & Jas Dyson, Sheffield, Woollen Merchants. June 26. 
Asst. Reg July 20. 
ee gh Thos, Brighton, Commercial Agent. July 16. Comp. Reg 


y 17 
Blount, W m, Ripley, Derby, Grocer. July 1. Asst. Reg July 18. 
meptingicn, Hy Chas, Manch, Jeweller. July 13. Comp. Reg 
iy 
Bower, David Tale. Hillgate, Stockport, Provision Dealer. June 20. 
Asst. Reg July 26. 
Brown, Francis, & Francis Hy Brown, High Holborn, Hosiers. June 
19, Asst. Reg July 17. 
Chapman, Richd, & Wm Chapman, Lower Halstow, Kent, Farmers. 
July 6. Comp. Reg July 20. 
Clarke, Alfred, Maldon, Essex. Grocer, July 1, Asst. Reg July 18. 
Clarke, Ebenezer, Manch, Provision Dealer. June 26. Comp. Reg 
uly 
— Zaccheus, Clements-lane, Tailor. June 9. Asst. Reg 


y 
Coles, Mark, Greshamest, Auctioneer. July 21. Comp. Reg July 21 
Crowder, Chas Spencer, York-rd, Lambeth, Beer Retailer. July 13. 
Comp. Reg July 17. 
eo : john, Harpford, Devon, Esquire. July 11. Comp. Reg 
aly 17. 
Daggett, Saml, Manch, Dealer. July 17. Comp. Reg July 18. 
Davies, Edwyn Hy, Shouldham-st, Bryanstone-sa, Banker's Clerk. 
June 25. Comp. Reg July 18. 
Davies, David, & John Davies, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Drapers, June 
19, Asst. Reg July 17. 
, aaa Newberry, Berks, Brewer. June 22. Asst. Reg 
ay 
, Wm, Birm, Factor. July 1, Asst. Reg July 18. 
Edgill, Wm Nicholson, Manch, Clerk. July9. Comp. Reg July 21. 
n, Richd, Londonthorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. June 27. Cony. Reg 


18, 
bam, Wn, East Retford, Nottingham, Gent: June 22. Asst. Reg 
Chas, Semneet, Bethnal-green, Horse Dealer. July 20. 
Comp. Reg July 
— a Gest Disisitie, Finchley, Florist. July 15. Comp. 
July 17 
— Jas, Openshaw, Lancaster, Grocer. June 24. Asst. Reg 
cnet, Wi Win Warner, Brighton, Dealer in Fancy Goods. July 15, Comp. 
Hales, Liha Wolverhampton, Stafford, Potato Dealer. July 17. Comp. 


Jul; 
, Hope, Derby, Grocer. June 22. Asst, Reg July 18, 
bt Leonard, Calcethorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. June 23. 

Reg July 21. 


5 it Greenhill, Harrows, Carman, July 17. Comp. Reg 








= Jonathan Cromwell, Croydon, Coal Merchant. June 24, Asst. 
july 
2 Richa, Southampton, Corn Merchant. June 24. Comp. 
2 Jul 
a nang he vm Chas, Preston, Lancaster, Grocer. June 16, Comp. 
eg July | 
1a Se Win Edwd, High-st, Croydon, Saddler. July 13. Comp, 
g July 
Lous, Sarah, "Panton-st, Haymarket, Tobacconist. June 29. Comp. 
eg July 1 
Maitland, Edwin, George-st, Lombard-st, Wine Merchant. July 15+ 
Comp. Reg July 20. 
en John Levy, Euston-sq, Comm Agent. June 24, Comp. Reg 


uly 1 
—— dite, Eton-ter, Richmond, Artist. July 10. Comp. Reg 
uly 

Nash, Geo, Bristol, Ship Chandler. July 6. Comp. Reg July is. 

Parker, Geo, Drummond-ter, Bermondsey, Builder, July 16. Asst. 
eg July 

Page, Wm, & Robt Peel Page, Westminster-bridge-rd, Ironmongers, 
July 9. Comp. Reg July 

oa Edward, Barnstaple, Devon, Chemist. June22. Asst. Reg 
uly 1 

rene John, Clevedon, Somerset, Innkeeper. June 25. Comp. Reg 


Philips ‘itp, Risca, Monmouth, Grocer. July6. Comp. Reg 
uly 2 


revel, Moses, jun, Pontardawe, Glanmorgan, Draper. June 25. Asst. 
eg July 
—_— herons pe tianade Lancaster, Hat Manufacturer. June 24, Asst. 
g July | 
bg yt John Harcourt, Fenchurch-st, Ironmonger. July 11. Asst. 
g July 
Richardson, Gerald Westby bmg 4 Tan ee Cornet in lth 
Hussars. July 18. Comp. Reg July 2 
oF. ee Swansea, Glamorgan, Plumber. June 22. Comy. Reg 
uly 
Savage, Jas, Eposliasescinaan, Denbigh, out of business. June 25, 
Asst. Keg July 
Scott, Oliver, Jas aincii Edwd Tetley, & Squire ey Brad- 
ford, York, Millwrights. June 12. Comp. Reg July 20 
Spence, Joseph, Cowpers-ct, Merchant. July 15, Comp. Reg July 17. 
Strafford, Geo Hy, North Oaks Farm, York, Farmer. June 18. Comp, 
Reg J uly 18. 
Tomkinson, John, & Chas Peter Tomkinson, 7 anand Hoxton, 
Pianoforte Makers. June 16. Comp. Reg July 15. 
Sie ag ‘a eamnaemene: Professor of Music. July 2. Asst. 
eg 
—, We Siete Tittleworth, Sussex, Miller. June 20. Asst. Reg 
uly 1 
Vann, Seal Richd, Durham, Grocer. July 3. Asst. Reg July 18, 
Watkinson, Wm, Huddersfield, York, Berlin Wool Dealer. June 22. 
Asst. Reg July 18. 
Wilton, Alfred, Churton-st, Pimlico, Draper. June 30. Asst. Reg 
July 20, 
Sankruypis. 
Fripay, July 17, 1868, 
To Surrender in London. 
Baron, David, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 13. Murray. Jaly 
29 at 11. Vincent, Moorgate-st. 
Bartholemew, Wm Hy, Woolwich, Parafin Lamp Maker. Pet July 13. 
July 31 at 12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Batten, Frank, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 13 (for pau). 
Murray. July 29 at 12. Popham, Basinghall-st. 
Brereton, Wm Pellet, John-st, Clerkenwell, Coffee House Keeper. Pet 
July 13. July 31 at 11. Simpson & Co, Gracechurch-st. 
Briant, Geo Hy, Northampton, Brewer’s Clerk. Pet July 11. July 
30.at2. Ely, New Broad-st. 
Clowsley, Wm Hy, Harriett-st, New Cut, Lambeth, Wood Turner. Pet 
July 13. Murray, July 29 at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 
Collins, Edwd Jas Mortimer, Prisoner for Debt, Londen. Pet July 13 
(for pau). July 29at12. Drake, Basinghall-st. 
Crocker, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 13 ne pau). Mur- 
ray. July 29 at 12. Breden, Union-ct, Old Broad-st. 
Dressing, Louis, Amelia-ter, York-rd, Battersea, Baker. Pet July 
8. July 3lat2. Hillearys & Tunstall, Fenchurch-bldgs, 
Drysdale, Geo, Cambridge-st, Edgware-rd, Mercantile Clerk. Pet 
July ¥. Murray. July 29 at 1. Cooper, Billiter-st. 
Duer, Geo Black, New Bond-st, Baker. Pet July 3. July 31 at 1. 
Hillearys & Tunstall, Fenchurch-b!dgs. 
ag Wm, Portsea, Hampshire, Stationer. Pet July 15. July 31 at 
2. Nichols & Co, Cook’s-ct. 
Ford, Geo, Newman-st, Oxford-st, Carpenter. Pet July 14. July 30 at 
12, Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 
Fowler, Thos Elias, High-st, Stratford, Glasscutter. PetJuly 8. July 
30atll. Blake & Snow, College- hill. 
Gilbert, Geo, Oxford-st, Fishmonger. Pet July 6. Murray. July 28 
at2, Cordwell, Colle ge-hill. 
Goundry, Richd, Bartholemew-rd, Kentish-town, Tea Merchant. Pet 
July 15. July 3lat 2. Lumley & Lumley, Uld Jewry-chambers. 
Green, Edmund, Tavern-yard, High-st, peanne mI Grocer. Pet July 
16. Murray. July 29 atl. Nind, Basinghall-s 

Halliwell, Ric: a Bisset, Prisoner for Debt, ag “Pet July 11. July 
30at2. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Janes, Thos, Toddington, Bedford, Butcher. Pet July 14. Murray. 
July 28 at 2. Field, Furnivals- inn. 

Jay, Nicholas Bull, Ruislip, nr Uxbridge, no business. Pet July 14. 
Murray. July 29at12. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 

McDaulay, Thos Benj, Sydney-rd, Stockwell, out of business. Pet 
July 14. July 31 atl. Snell, George-st, Mansion House. 

Moore, John, Euston-rd, Ironmonger. Pet June 23, Aug 7 at Il. 
Miller & Miller, Sherborne-lane. 

Paul, Albert Saint, Edgware-rd, Solicitor. Pet July 15. Murray. 
July 29at1. Purkiss & Perry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Quelch, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 10, Brougham. 
July ’30 at 1. Dobie, Basinghall st, 
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Radcliffe, Jas, Bromley, Kent, Gent. Pet July 13. Cooke & Co, Ray- 
mond-bldgs. 

Ralph, Fredk Wm, Clarendon-ter, High-rd, Lewisham, Printer. Pet 
fm Bl Pepys. July 31 atl. Wetherfield & Co, Gresham-bldgs, 


Richey, Thos Macauley, St Swithin’s-lane, Picture Frame Maker. 
Pet July 14. Murray. July 29at12. Harrison, Basinghall-st. 

Robinson, Thos Cullen, Longstone-ter, East Greenwich, Clerk. Pet 
July 13. Murray. July 29 at 11. Popham, Basinghall-st. 

Sayer, Andrew, Copsal-st, Hoxton, out of business. Pet July 10. July 
30 at 2, Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Stephenson, Fredk Alfred, Johnson-st, & Hy Theodore Knibbs, 
Joseph-st, Commercial-rd East, Ironfounders, Pet July 11. 
Murray. July 29atll. Hope, Ely-p, Holborn. 

Trennery, John, Cock & Castle-inn, Kingsland, Dust Contractor. Pet 
July 14. Murray. July 29at 1. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Walters, Harriett Louisa, Burlington-rd, Westbourne-park, Lodging 
House Keeper. Pet July 15. Murray. July 29 at 1, Stacpoole, 
Pinner’s Hall, Old Jewry. 

Webster, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 15. Pepys. 
July 31 at 2. admam, London-wall. 

Wilson, Christopher John, Oakley-cresent, City-rd, no business. Pet 
July 13, Murray. July 29 at 11. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 

Wormald, Wm Joseph, Giadstone-st, Battersea-park, out of business. 
Pet July 18. July 31 at 12, Brown, Weavers’ Hall, Basinghall-st. 

Yates, Jas Newbury, Livingstone-ter, Wandsworth-rd, Butcher, Pet 
July 14. Murray. July 29 atl. Reed, Guildhall-chambers. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Alexander, Alex, Lpool,Comm Merchant. Pet July 15. 
30 at 12. Barker, Lpool. 

Arden, Philip, Kinderton, Chester, Farm Bailiff. Pet July 15. Cheshire. 
Northwich, July 29 at2. Fletcher, Northwich. 

Atkins, John, Worcester, Washing Machine Manufacturer. Pet July 
15. Tudor. Birm, July 31 at 12. Meredith, Worcester. 

Bailey, Wm, Newport, Monmouth, Cabinet Maker. Pet July 16. 
Roberts. Newport, July 29 at 11. Graham, Newport. 

Barnes, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj July 15 (for pau.) Harley. 
Bristol. July 31 at 12, 

Benjamin, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes. Pet July 13 (for pau.) 
Biaker. Lewes, July 30 at 11. Murray, Gt St Helen’s. 


Lpool, July 


Booth, Thos, Leek, Stafford, Warehouseman. Pet July 15. Allen. 
Leek, July 30at 11. Johnson, . 
Brown, Wilson, Barmby-on-the-Marsh, York, Joiner. Pet July 13. 


Lorter. Howden, July 30 at 12. Bantott, Selby. 
Callicott, John, Alphington, Devon, Market Gardner. 
Exeter, July 28 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 
Close, Wm, Darlington, Durham, Pet July 13. 
July 31 at10, Robinson, Darlington. 
Cooper, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj June 19. Acworth. 
Rochester, July 31 at 2. Acworth, Rochester. 
Cosriott, Thos, Cheltenham, Greengrocer. Pet July 13. Gale. Chel- 
tenham, July 28 at 11. Chesshire, Cheltenham, 
Davies, Hy, Denbigh, Stationer. Pet July 15. Lpool, July 30 at 12. 
Masters, Lpool. 
Dnuke,John, Sheffield, Pork Butcher. Pet July 13. Wake. Sheffield, 
July 29 atl. Roberts, Sheffield, 
on a Aen, Prisoner for Debt, Lancasier. Adj June 18, Lpool, 
» July 31 at 11. 
Edley, Chas, & Hy Edley, Bovez, York, German Silver Comb Makers. 
pes July 16. Wake. Sheffield, July 30at1. Binney & Son, Shef- 
eld. 

Evans, Evan, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Joiner. 
Conway, July 31 at 10. Jones, Conway. 
Gardner, Thos, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Coal Merchant. Pet July 14, Hill. 

Birm, July 29 at 12. Salt, Tuustail. 
Garrett, Richd, Brighton, Sussex, Comm Agent. Pet July 14. Ever- 
shed. Brighton, Aug! at!l. Lamb, Brighton. 
Hann, Geo Fredk Miles, Yeovill, Somerset, Fishmonger. Pet July 14. 
Batten. Yeovill, July 31 at 12. Watts, Yeovill. 
Hatton, John Flisher, Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Provision Dealer. Pet 
July 13. Andrews. Weymouth, July 30 at 11. Andrews, Wey- 


mouth. 

Hawker, Geo,Yeovill, Somerset, Bootmaker. Pet July 11. Batten 
Yeovill, July 31 at 12. Watts, Yeovill. 

Herbert, Jas, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Railway Watchman. Pet July 
11, Hubbersty. Burton-on-Trent, Aug 3 at 11. Taynton, Glouces- 

Adj July 15 (for pau.) 


Pet 
ugh- 


Pet July 15. 


Bowes. Darlington, 


Pet July 10. Hughes. 


ter. 
Heskins, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. 
Harley. Bristol, July 31 at 12. 
Hinks, Thos, Loughborough, Leicester, Journeyman Painter. 
rod “4 Brock. Loughborough, July 28 at 11. Deane, Lo 
rough. 
Howarth, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj June 16. Kay. Manch, 
Aug 4 at 9.30. 
King, Mary Johannah, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Pet July 15. Ever- 
shed. Brighton, Auglat 11. Lamb, Brighton. 
Langley, Geo, jun, Sidlesham, Sussex, out of business. Pet July 13. 
Sewton. Chichester, July 22 at 11. Titchener, Chichester. 
Lee, Moses Edwd Foligno, Prisoner for Debt, Lewes. Pet July 13 (for 
pau.) Blaker. Lewes, July 30 at IL. 
Lovell, John Kingsbury, Somerset, Labourer. Pet July 14. Exeter, 
July 31 at 12, Sobey, Essex. 
Lugg, John Robt, Plymouth, Devon, Licensed Victualler. Pet July 15. 
Exeter, July 27 at 12.30. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 
Marshail, Wm, Birm, out of business, Pet July 15. Guest. 
Aug 7 at 10. Dake, Birm, 
' Mason, Fras Robt, Lpool, out of business. Pet July 10. Hime. Lpool, 
July 27 at 12. Beok, Nottingham. 
Milburn, Jas, Middlesborough, York, Journeyman Bricklayer. Pet 
a oe. Crosby. Stockton, July 29 at 11. Dobson, Middles- 
rough. 
Moyse, Saml, Prisone; for Debt, Lewes. Pet July 13 (for pau.) Blaker. 
Lewes, July 30 at 11. Barrow, Leadenhall-st. 
Oug, David, Necton, Norfolk, Baker. Pet July 9. Swaffham, July 30 
at 9. Sewell, Swaffham. 
Pet July 14. Harley. Bristol, July 


Birm, 


Phillips, Benj, Hulme, Lancaster, Porter. Vet July15. Hulton. Sal. 

ford, Aug lat 9.30. Gardner, Manch, 

Phillips, Rees, Hirwain, Brecknonk, Victualler. Pet July. Rees, 

Aberdare, July 28 at 1l- Rosser, Aberdare. 

Porter, Fras, Birm, Journeyman Varnishmaker. Pet Jaly 14. Guest, 
Birm, Aug7 at 10. Fallows, Birm, 

Rainbow, Jas, Cradley-heath, Stafford, Watchmaker. Pet July 13, 

Walker. Dudley, July 30 at 12. Stokes, Dudley. 

Roe, Geo Gardner, Exeter, Baker, Pet July 14. Daw. Exeter, July 

27 atl}. Floud, Exeter, 
Sanderson, Wm, Pentre, Wrexham, out of business, Pet July 15, 
Reid. Wrexham, July 28 atll. Sherratt, Wrexham. 

Scott, John, Sheffield, Saddler. Pet July 13. Wake. Sheffiald, July 

29 atl. Unwin, Sheffield. 

Shaw, John Geo, Bristol, Soap Manufacturer. Pet July 9. Wilde. Bris. 

tol, July 29 at il. Brittan & Son, Bristol. 

Simmons, Chas, Lakenham, Norwich, Market Gardner. Pet July 15, 

Palmer. Norwich, July 28 at 11. Emerson, Norwich. 

Smith, Elijah, Middleton, nr Manch, Labourer. Pet July 15. Fardell. 

Manch, Aug 4atil. Ambler, Manch. ‘ 

Tebbutt, Richd, Loughborough, Leicester, Baker. Pet July 13. Brock. 
Loughborough, July 28 at 1!. Deane, Loughborough. 

Thomas, Wm Hitchings, Trellys, Pembroke, Farmer. Pet July 13, 
Wilde. Bristol, July 29 at 12. Price, Pontypridd. 

Trenery, Fras, Camqorae, Cornwall, Cordwainer. Pot July 7. Peter, 

Redruth, Aug 4 atll. Holloway, ruth, 

Tucker, John, Hulme, Manch. Pet July 15. Kay. Manch, Aug 4 at 

9.30. Reddish, Manch, 

Tuke, Geo, Saltmarshe, York, Innkeeper. Pet July 15. Porter. How. 
den, July 30 at 12. Green, Howden. 

Vincent, Wm, Hy, Wendron, Corawall, Carrier. PetJuly ll. Hill, 
Helston, July 25 at 11. Plomer. 

Waters, Hy, Birm, Journeyman Engineer. Pet July 13, Guest. Birm, 
Aug7at 10. Robinson, Birm. ; 

Whitehall, Thos, Burslem, Stafford, Beerseller. Pet July 13. Challinor, 
Hanley, Aug |5 at 11. Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Wilcock, Jas, Windhill, York, Grocer. Pet July 11. Bradford, Aug 
4at 9.15. Green, Bradford. 

Witt, Thos Fras, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj July 15 (for pau.) 
Harley. Bristol, July 31 at 12. 

Wood, Jas, Manch, Bootmaker. Pet July 15. Macrae. Manch, July 
31 at 12. Cobdbe3t & Co, Manch. : 

Yard, Wm, Bristol, Milkman, Pet July 10, Harley. Bristol, July 31 
at 12. Benson & Elletson. 

Yardley, Wm, Birm, Bootmaker. Pet July 15. Guest. Birm, Aug? 
atl0. Allen, Birm. 

Young, Hy, Masbrough, York, Butcher. Pet July 15. 
Rotherham, July 28 at 1). Willis, Rotherham. 

Tuespay, July 21, 1868. 
To Surrender in London. 

Ablitt, Edwd Joseph, High-st, Woolwich, Tailor. Pet July 16. Mur- 
ray. Aug4atil. Newman, Bucklersbury. 

Baker, Fredk Ferris, Westminster-chambers, Victoria-st, Restaurant 
Keeper. Pet July 17. Murray. Aug 4at 12. Jenkins, Tavisteck-st, 
Covent-garden. 

Bennett, Robt Danl, Hastings’-st, Burton-cresent, out of business, 
Pet ie 16. Murray. Aug 4 at 11. Padmore, Westminster- 
bridge-rd. 

Bieling, Julius Otto, Norris-st, Haymarket, Tailor, Pet July ié. 
Murray. Aug4at12. Parkes, Beaufort-bidgs. 

Burnley, John Ingham, Kirby-st, Hatton-garden, Die Sinker. Pet 

Pet July 14. Roche, Aug 


Newman, 


July 11, Murray. Aug 4 at 12. Hope, Ely-pl. 

“rr Jas, Lower Sloane-st, Bootmaker. 

at ll, 

Chaffers, Alex, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 14. Roche. 
Aug 6 at ILI. 

Christmas, Jas, Old Street-rd, General Salesman. Pet July 14. Roche. 
Aug 6 at ll. ‘ 

Clark, Thos, Dolphin Inn, Chelmsford, Essex, out of business. Pet 
July 16. Murray. Aug4atll. Ward, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Collier, Thos, Ivy House, East Ham, Essex, Baker. PetJuly 15. July 
31 at2. Turner & Son, Leadenhall-st. . 

Crawley, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 14. Roche. 
Aug 6 at 11. 

Deniels, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 14. Aug 7 at 11. 

Davidson, Ebenezer, Featherstone-bldgs, City-rd, Newsvendor, Pet 
July 18. Murray. Aug4atl. Frost, Leadenhall-st. 

Dean, Wm Hy, Arlington-st, Mornington-cresent, out of business. 
Pet July 17. Murray. Aug4at!. Dobson, Colmar-st, Mile End. 

Forbes, Harriet Georgina, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj July 14. 
Roche. Aug 6at 11. 

Froud, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 14, Aug 7 at ll. 

Green, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Ipswich. Adj July17. Roche. Augé 


at 12, 

Hasleton, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 1. Roche. 
Aug 6 at 11. 

Hemmings, John, jun, North-pl, Croydon, Coachman. Pet July 16. 
Murray. Aug4atil. Parry, Croydon. 


Hewitt, Goe, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet July 17. Murrey: 
Aug 4at13. Heap, New-inn, Strand, 
Higgs, Edwd, Dalston-pl, Dalston, Veterinary Surgeon. Pet July IT. 


Marray. Aug-4atl. Luchanan, Basinghall-st, 

Hughes, Wm John, Church-lane, Hanwell, Tutor. Pet July 14. July 
81 at 1. Redhead, Fenchurch-st. 

Lewis, Louis, Gt Marlboro’-st, Attorney. Pet June 16. Yepys. July 
3latll. Lewis, Gt James-st. 

Mackey, Geo, Camberwell, New-rd, out of business. Pet July 16. 
Murray. Augdatll. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 

Manders, von § Colnbrook, Buckingham, Gas Fitter’ Pet July 17. 
Murray. Aug4at12. Duraut, Guildh@il-chambers, 

Moat, Fredk Geo, Darnley-rd, Hackney, out of business. Pet July 18. 
Murray. Aug 4at 1. Peverley, Oresham-bldgs, 

ton, Wm, Paddington-st, Pianoforte Manufacturer. Pet July. 

18, Murray. Aug 4 atjl. Lewis, Gt Marlborough-st. 

0’Connor, Bartholomew, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj July 13 





Perrin, Joseph, Bristol, Miller. 
31 atl2, Clifton, 


Pepys. Aug 7 at 1. 
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gwen, John, Woolwich, Grocer. PetJuly 16, Murray. Aug 4 at 12° 
Newman, B vg A 
Patriok, Danl, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 13. Roche, Aug 


Gab 11. 
§mith, John, Cottenham-rd, Upper Holloway, Corn Dealer. Pet Jul 
F hag 7 at 19. Drake, Basinghalist. sie 
faith, Wm Walter, Powis-pl, Bloomsbury, Lodging-honse Keeper. 
Pet July 16. Murray. Aug4at1ll. Brown, Weaver’s Hall, Basing- 


hall-st. . 
Spesring, Thos, Hungerford-rd, Holloway, Builder. Pet July 13. Ju’ 
Mat 13. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannonst. . ¥ 
a thm Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj July 13. Roche. 
D, Jas, New Hornsey-rd, Hollo General Dealer. Pet Jul 
M. Jaly 81 at12, Brocklesby, Water-lnne. . 
Toner, Chas, Prisoner for Debt,London. Adj July 13. Pepys. Aug 


Tabi. 5 
Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj June 29. Pepys. 
7at1l. Howell, Cheapside. 
=, 7 gratia Anchor-st, Bermondsey, Grocer. Pet July 13. 
at 12, : 
Walker, Wm, Princes-ter, Wandsworth-rd, out of business. Pet July 
Wi, Murray. Aug4at!. Goatly, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 
Jas, Upper East Smithfield, Patent Lamp Manufacturer. 
uly 18. Roche. Aug5atli, Walters & Gush, Basinghall-st. 
Anthony Edmund Dyer, Princes-st, Leicester-sq, Furniture 
. PetJuly 17, Murray. Aug4at12. Dobie, Basinghall-st. 
Wiliams, Wm, Havelock-st, Canterbury, Butcher. Pet July 15. July 
$lat2. Delasaux, Canterbury. 
t, Chas Jas, Conservative Wine Shades, Throgmorton-st.. Pet 
17, Murray. Aug 4atl. Breden, Union-ct, Old Broad-st. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Moock, Joseph, Burslem, Journeyman Potter. Pet July 16. Challinor. 


Hanley, Aug {5 atli. Tomkinson, Burslem. 
Bamber, Urban Woodroffe, Manthorpe-cum-Little Gonerby, Lincoln, 
outof business. Pet July 15. Grantham, July 29at 11. Malim, 


am. 
Bontwood, Edwin, Hastings, Bootmaker: Pet July 16. Young. Hast- 
ings, Augl at tt. Philbrick, Hastiags. 
Edwd Hugh, Brighton, Watchmaker. Pet July 16. Evershed. 
ton, Aug4ati1l. Mills, Brighton. 
Carver, Christmas Robt, Heigham, Norwich, Journeyman Ironmonger. 
Ng $A Palmer. Norwich, Aug 3 at 11. Tillett, Norwich. 
Coombs, Robt, Henwick, Worcester, Plumber. Pet July 16. Crisp. 
Worcester, Aug 5at il. Knott, Worcester. 
Ounnington, Wm, Hartford, Huntingdon, Publi Pet July 16. 
ette. Huntingdon, Aug5atli. Law, Stamford. 
Davies, John, Glyn Neath, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. Pet July 16. Mor- 
gan. Neath, Aug latii. Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 
Thos, Much Wenlock, Salop, Gas Manufacturer. Pet July 15. 
Potts. Madeley, Ang 12a¢12. James, Wellington. 
l, — l, Butcher, Pet July 16, Lpool, Aug 3at 11 


Farmer, Richd, jun, New Duston, Northampton, Gardener, Pet July 
Ls Dennis. Northampton, Aug 1 at 10. White, Northampton. 
, Jonathan, Besley, Worcester, Farmer. Pet July 17. Tudor. 
Birm, July 31at 12. Baker, Birm, 











Foskett, Newman, Swanbourn, Buckingham, Grocer. . Pet July 15, 
Hearn, Buckingham, Aug 5at 1. Clark, Aylesbury. 

France, John, Ossett, York. Mungo Manufacturer. Pet July 16. Leeds, 
Aug 3atll. Stringer, Horbury. 

Furniss, Hy, Sheffield, Coal Merchant. Pet July 13. 
12. Broomhead & Wightman, Sheffield. 

Gladman, Joseph Wm, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Comm Agent. Pet July 

7.. Kay. Manch, Aug 1$ at 9.30. Atkinson & Co, Manch. 
Pet July 8. 


Leeds, Aug 5 at 


Gouldwell, John Hardcastle, Beverley, York, Tobacconiss. 
Aug !2 at 12. Levett & Champney, Hull. 

Hagarty, Jas, Shudehill, Manch, Cloth Merchant. Pet July 16, Macrae. 
Manch, July 31 at 12. Cobbett & Co, Manch, 

Hatfield, Thos, Goodramgate, York, Innkeeper. Pet July 17. 
York, Aug 3atll. Young, York. 

Hogben, Stephen, Sheerness, Carrier. 
Aug4at2. Sharland, Gravesend. 

Jackson, Geo, Leicester. Pet July 14. 
10. Owston, Leicester. 

Kenrick, Jas Howard, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Munch, Surgeon. Pet 
July 17, Fardell. Manch, Aug3atil. Boote & Rylance, Manch, 

Ketterer, Matthew, Frome Selwood, Somerset, Jeweller. Pet July 16. 
Messiter. Frome, Aug5 at li. Macarthy, Frome. 

Kirkby John, Grantham, Lincoln, Watchmaker. let July '5. 
ham, July 29 at 11. Malim, Grantham. 

Lewis, Wm, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer. Pet July 14. Russell. 
Tydfil, Aug iat 2. Smith. Merthyr Tydfil, 
Lowry, John, Knotty Ash, nr Lpool, Pet July 17. 

Nordon, Lpool. 
Maggs, Hy, Bristol, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July 17. 
Aug 21 at 12. Benson & Elietson. 

Mallinex, Joseph, Stafford, Letter Carrier. Pet July 16. 
castle-under-Tyne, Aug 1 at 11. Tonnant, Hanley. 
Murray, Wm, St Nicholas. Carlisle. Builder. Pet July 16. Halton. 

Carlisle, Aug 3 at 10, Ostell, Carlisle. 
Owen, John, Birm, Gun Finisher, Pet Jaly 17. 
at 10, Rowlands, Birm. 
Pound, Geo, Newton St Cyres, Devon, Blacksmith. 
Sparkes. Crediton, Aug 3at1l. Floud, Exeter, 
Prince, Fdwd Thos, & Geo Prince, Bristol, Undertakers. 
Wilde. Bristol, Aug 7 at 11. Henderson, Pri-tol. 
Rose, Isaac Bowman, & Richd Rose, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Drysalters. 
Pet July 18. Lpool, Aug 3at 12. Evans & Co, Lpoo!, 
teedman, Thos, Rampton, Nottingham, Farmer. Pet July 18. Tudor. 
Birm, Aug tl at 1!. Rex, Lincoln, 
Wickes, Wm, Walton, Lutterworth, Wheelwright. Pet July 17. Fare 
dell. Manch, Aug5 at 11. James & Griffin, Birm, 
Wood, Peter Hy, Manch, Auctioneer. Pet Juty 17. Fardeil. Manch, 
Aug5atll. Leigh, Manch. ’ 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, July (7, 1868. 

Cooper, Wm Geo, jun, King Arms-wharf, Queen-st, Hammersmith , 
Lime Merchant. July (5. 
tterell, Jas, Gic -rd, Commercial-rd East, out of business. 
May 23. 
Howard, Hon Bernard Thos, Glass House st, Regent-st. July 16. 
Morgan, Owen, Ystrad, Glamorgan, Draper. July 15. 


Perkins. 
Pet July i3. Wates. Sheerness, 


Ingram. Leicester, Aug 1 at 


Grant- 
Merthyr 
Lpool, Aug 3 at il, 
Harley. Bristol}, 


Slany. New- 


Birm, Aug 7 
Pet July 18. 
Pet July 17, 


Guest. 


Cc 








SPHCIAL 


NOTICE. 





THE LAW UNION INSURANCE 
COMPANY | 


NOW GRANTS 
WHOLE WORLD AND UNCONDITIONAL LIFE POLICIES 
AT A SLIGHTLY INCREASED PREMIUM. 





This description of Policy is simply an undertaking to pay the Sum Assured on the happening 
f the event on which it is payable without any condition whatever except the payment of the 


Annual Premium. 


To Mortgagees the advantages of such a Policy cannot be over-estimated. 

Members of the Legal Profession are invited to inspect this Form of Policy. 

The conditions on ordinary Life Policies have been recently revised, giving the Assured the 
benefit of all advantages (especially as to travelling) offered by the most liberal offices. 





LOANS GRANTED ON LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS WITH LIFE ASSURANCES, 
Forms of Proposal and Prospectuses, &c., may be had on application to 


126, Cha ncery-lane. 


FRANK McGEDY, 
Actuary and Seeretary, 
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LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING COMPA} 


ESTABLISHED 1836. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,875,000, IN 37,500 SHARES OF £50 EACH. 
PAID-UP CAPITAL, £750, 000. RESERVE FOND, £250,000. 


DIRECTORS. ‘ 
NATHANIEL ALEXANDER, Esq. your WHAIAM SORMESTER, » Bag. JOHN FLEMING, Esq. 
JOHN EDMUND ANDERDON, Esq. . C. E. CHILDERS, Esq., M FREDERICK HARRISON, Esq. 
THOS, TYRINGHAM BERNARD, Esq. COLES CHILD, Esq. WILLIAM CHAMPION JONES, Esq 
PHILIP PATTON BLYTH, Esq. WILLIAM NICOL, Esq. 
Trustees. 
P, P. BLYTH, Esq. J. bal? ~*~ Esq. W. CHAMPION JONES, Esq. 
rs. 
WILLIAM NORMAN, Esq. RICHARD H. SWAINE, Esq. 
General Manager. 
WILLIAM McKEWAN, Esq. 
Chief Inspector. Assistant General Manager. Chief Accountant. 
W. J. NORFOLK, Esq. WILLIAM HOWARD, Esq. JAMES GRAY, Esq. 
Inspectors of Branches. | Solicitors. 
H. J, LEMON, Esq., and C. SHERRING, Esq. Messrs, WILKINSON & Co. 











Secretary. 
F, CLAPPISON, Esq. 


HEAD OFFICE, 21, LomBArD STREET. 
HOLBORN BRANCH, 324 and 325, High Holborn. 


THE LONDON AND COUNTY BANK OPENS DRAWING ACCOUNTS with Commercial Houses and Private Individuals, either u 
plan worsen Be — by other Bankers, or by charging a small Commission to those persons to whom it may not be convenient to sustain an 
ermanent bal: 
DEPOSIT ‘ACCOUNTS. —Deposit Receipts are issued for sums of Money placed on these Accounts, and Interest is allowed for such pe: 
at such rates as may be agreed upon, reference being had to the state of the Money Market. 
IRCULAR NOTES ‘AND LETTERS OF CREDIT are issued, payable in the principal Cities and Towns of the Continent, in Austratia, @ 
India, and oe the United States, and elsewhere 
THE PURCHASE AND SALE OF GOVERNMENT and other STOCKS, of English or Foreign Shares, effected, and the Dividends, 4 
&e., ime for Customers of the Bank. 
“GREAT FACILITIES are also afforded to the Customers of the Bank for the Receipt of Money from the Towns where the Comp 
Tranch 
THE “OFFICERS OF THE BANK are bound not to disclose the transactions of any of its Customers. 
By Order of the eee 
W. M‘KEWAN, General Man 














PYRE £ORA BARK GCIMlT ED) Cos aa 8 State and Law Robe Makers, 


Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 28 and 29, Southampton-street, Strand, London, 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 


BANKERS. “Gowns for “‘ Queen’s Counsel ” made of Rich Armazine st 
Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., and BANK OF ENGLAND. Silk Fioxibie Sills, at 34, 6h, ana cf 
Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra “ 12? 

Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. . , ’ Stuff Gowns for Barristers or Attorneys, 35s., 42s., 52s. 


Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- Bands with elastic fastenings, 2s. per pair. 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 


balance does not fall below £100. FRANK SMITH & Co., 


Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 


ry per ae ae, cet to 3 wener pees of go ROBE M AKERS TO THE LORDS JUSTI oF 


At3 ditto ditto ¢ ditto ditto, Judges’, Serjeants’ -at-Law, and Queen’s Counsel's 
EXxcepTionat Rates for longer periods than twelve months, particulars Gowns, Bands, $e. 

of which may be obtained on application. BAR GOWNS, 2, 2}, AND 3 GUINEAS. 
Bits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches : 


of the Bank free of extra charge; and ed bill; h. 
pede mg 8 SPEOTES Els pRPEhAGE: 66: F0Ns FRANK SMITH & CO oe 


Sates AND Porcuases effected in British and foreign securities, in | 18, SOUTHAMPTON STREET, STRAND, LONDON, Wal 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken. me 
Interest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions. realised. B. J. MAYER, 
Every other description of banking business and money agency MAYENCE-ON-THE-RHINE. 
British and Indian, transacted. 
PURVEYOR OF eae TO HER ae AND H.R.H. re 
J. THOMSON, Chairman, RINCE OF WALES. o 
TILL & SPARKLING HOCKS & MOSELLI 
By Bopal Command. kK) of the very finest qualities, supplied, duty free and carrii 
METALLIC PEN MAKER TO THE QUEEN. to all parts of the United Kingdom, at moderate charges. 


presented on application. : 
JOSEPH GILLOT  * All communications to be addressed either direct to B. J. M. 
Respectfully directs the attention = the Commercial Public, and of all Mayence-on-Rhine; to Messrs. PICKFORD & Co. E.C.3 of 
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MACLEAN & WOOLLEY, 63, Lower Thames-street, E.C. 





STEEL P ENS, BOOKS AND MAPS FOR TOURISTS. 
of the inccmparable excellence of his productions, which for QuaLity 2 sand 


of MaTERiab, Easy Action, and Gasar DorasytaY, will ensure universal STANFORD'S 
preference.‘ 


THEY CAN BE OBTAINED, RETAIL, OF EVERY DEALER IN TOURISTS’ CATALO GUE, 

THE WORLD Containing a List, irrespective of Publisher, of all the best B 
Wholesale at the Works, Graham-street, Birmiygham ; and at the Branch Maps suitable for the British and Continental Traveller, may 
Establishments, 91, John-street, New Y ork ; and 37, Gracechurch-street, had gratis on application, or per post for One Stamp. 
London. Any Book or Map in this Catalogue sent pest free upon receipt | 
published price in Stamps. 





HAMBER, Process SERvER, 53, Lower 
canes e Ph saan ee — served in Londen and LONDON: 
wenty miles round. Charges mod EDWARD STANFORD, Passrogt AEnt, 6 AND 7, CHARING 














